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Many of the problems of philosophy are of such broad relevance 
to human concerns, and so complex in their ramifications, that they 
are, in one form or another, perennially present. Though in the course 
of time they yield in part to philosophical inquiry, they may need to be 
rethought by each age in the light of its broader scientific knowledge 
and deepened ethical and religious experience. Better solutions are 
found by more refined and rigorous methods. Thus, one who approaches 
the study of philosophy in the hope of understanding the best of what 
it affords will look for both fundamental issues and contemporary 
achievements. 

Written by a group of distinguished philosophers, the Founda- 
tions of Philosophy Series aims to exhibit some of the main problems 
in the various fields of philosophy as they stand at the present stage of 
philosophical history. 

While certain fields are likely to be represented in most intro- 
ductory courses in philosophy, college classes differ widely in emphasis, 
in method of instruction, and in rate of progress, Every instructor needs 
freedom to change his course as his own philosophical interests, the 
size end makeup of his classes, and the needs of his students vary from 
year to year. The fifteen volumes in the Foundations of Philosophy 
Series—each complete in itself, but complementing the others—offer a 
new flexibility to the instructor, who can create his own textbook by 
combining several volumes as he wishes, and can choose different com- 
binations at different times. Those volumes that are not used in an 
introductory course will be found valuable, along with other texts or 
collections of readings, for the more specialized upper-level courses 
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INTRODUCTION 


Reflection upon the nature of our knowledge gives rise to a num- 
ber of perplexing philosophical problems. These constitute the subject 
matter of theory of knowledge, or epistemology. Most of them were 
discussed by the ancient Greeks and there is little agreement even now 
as to how they should be solved or otherwise disposed of. 

By describing the topics of the seven chapters that follow, we may 
convey in general just was these problems are. i 

(1) What is the distinction between knowledge and true opinion? 
If one man has made a lucky guess (“I would say that it is the seven of 
diamonds”) but doesn’t really know, and another man knows, but isn’t 
saying, and doesn’t need to guess, what is it that the second man has (if 
anything) that the first man does not? One may say, of course, that the 
second man has evidence and that the first man does not, or that some- 
thing’is evident to the one that is not evident to the other. But what is 
it to have evidence, and how are we to decide in any particular case 
whether or not we do have evidence? 

“These questions have their analogues in both moral philosophy 
and logic. What is it for an act to be right and how are we to decide in 
any particular case whether or not a given act is right? What is it for an 
inference to be valid and how are we to decide in any particular case 
whether or not a given inference is valid? 

(2) Our evidence for some things, it would seem, consists of the 
fact that we have evidence for other things. “My evidence that he will 
keep his promise is the fact that he said he would keep his promise. And 
my evidence that he said he would keep his promise is the fact that... .” 
Must we say of everything for which we have evidence, that ou eis 


1 


2 Introduction 


N 
dence for that thing consists in the fact that we have evidence for some 
other thing? é Roe 

If we "try Socratically to formulate our justification for any See 
ticular claim to know (“My justification for thinking that I know tnay 
A is the fact that B”), and if we are relentless in our inquiry ( and my 
justification for thinking that I know that B is the fact that C”), we 
will arrive, sooner or later, at a kind of stopping place (“but my justifica- 
tion for thinking that I know that N is simply the fact that N’ ). An 
example of N might be the fact that I seem to remember having been 
here before or the fact that something now looks blue to me. : 

This type of stopping place may be described in two rather dif- 
ferent ways. We could say, “There are some things (e.g., the fact that 
I seem to.remember having been here before) which are evident to me 


and which are such that my evidence for those things does not consist 
in the fact that there 


Or we could say alternatively, “There are some things (eg., the fact 


hich cannot them- 


y verbally, If we adopt 
ctly evident. 
e ordinarily say we know are not 
But in justifying the cl 
particular one of these things, we can be led back, 
scribed, to various things th i 
therefore, that the whole of w 
of “structure” having its “fou 
evident at that time? If we do say 


say just how it is that the foundati 


there are also certain basic “tules of evidence.” 


Introduction 3 


(4) One may ask, “What do we know—what is the extent of our 
knowledge?” One may also ask, “How do we decide in any particular 
case whether we know—what are the criteria, ifyany, of knowing?” The 
“problem of the criterion” arises out of the fact that if we do not have 
the answer to the second pair of questions, then, it would seem, we 
have no reasonable procedure for finding out the answer to the first; 
and if we do not have the answer to the first pair of questions, then, it 
would seem, we have no reasonable procedure for finding out the 
answer to the second. The problem may be formulated more specifically 
for different subject matters—for example, our knowledge (if any) of 
“external things,” “other minds,” “right and wrong,” the “truths of 
theology.” Many philosophers, apparently without sufficient reason, 
approach some of these more specific versions of the problem of the 
criterion from one point of view, and others of them, from quite a dif- 
ferent point of view. 

(5) Our knowledge (if any) of what are sometimes called the 
“truths of reason”—the truths of logic and mathematics and what is 
expressed by, “A surface that is red all over is not also green” —provides 
us with a particularly instructive example of the problem of the cri- 
terion. Some philosophers believe that any satisfactory theory of knowl- 
edge must be adequate to the fact that some of the “truths of reason” 
are among the things that we know. But other philosophers formulate 
criteria of knowing which are such that, according to those criteria, the 
“truths of reason” as traditionally conceived are not among the things 
we know. Still others attempt to simplify the problem by saying that the 
so-called “truths of reason” actually pertain, somchow, only to the ways 
in which people think or to the ways in which they use their language. 
But once these suggestions are put precisely, they lose whatever plausi- 
bility they may seem at first to have. 

(6) Other problems of the theory of knowledge might properly 
be called “metaphysical.” These include certain questions about the 
ways in which things appear. The appearances that things present to us 
when, as we say, We perceive them, seem to be subjective in that they 
depend for their existence and nature upon the state of the brain. This 
simple fact has led philosophers, perhaps too readily, to draw somewhat 
extreme conclusions. Some have said that the appearances of external 
things must be internal duplicates of those things—that when a man 
perceives a dog, a tiny replica of the dog is produced inside his head 
Others have said that external things must be quite unlike what we 
ordinarily take them to be—that roses cannot be red when no one is 
looking at them. Some have said that physical things must be made up 
somehow, of appearances, and others have said that appearances a 
be made up, somehow, of physical things. The problem has even led 
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(7) The “problem of truth” may 


problems of the theory of knowledge. If we say of a man, “He rigs 
that Socrates is mortal,” and then 80 on to add, “And what is more, his 


belief is true,” then what we have added, surely, is no more than that 
Socrates is mortal. And “S 


Ocrates is mortal” tells us just as much as does 
“Tt is true that Socrates is mortal.” But what if we were to say of a man 
that some one of his bel 


iefs is true, without specifying which belief? 
What Property, if any, would we be ascribing to his belief? 


Suppose we say, “What he is 
now saying happens to be that wh J 
is false. In this case, are we saying something that j 
ing something that is false? 

Finally, what is the relatio; 
teria of evidence? We have go 


seem to be one of the simplest 


, it is not Possible to know that we know 
that there are nine planets? Or does the evi 


e planets somehow 


KNOWLEDGE 


AND TRUE OPINION 


The problem In Plato’s dialogue, the Meno, Socrates remarks: “That there is a 
of the difference between right opinion and knowledge is not at all a 
Theatetus conjecture with me but something I would particularly assert that 


I know. There are not many things of which I would say that, but 
this one, at any rate, I will include among those that I know.” [97C] 
The distinction would seem to be obvious. If one has knowledge, then 
one also has right or true opinion. But the converse is not true: one may 
have right or true opinion without having knowledge. Thus, we may 
guess correctly today, and therefore, have true opinion, but not know 
until tomorrow. Or we may have true opinion and never know at all. 

In the Theatetus, Plato poses the following question: What is the 
distinction between knowledge and true, or right, opinion? He then 
sets out to “bring the many sorts of knowledge under one definition.” 
[148E] It is doubtful that he succeeded and it is certain that we cannot 
do any better. But we may throw some light upon “the many sorts of 
knowledge,” if we consider the difficulties that are involved in answering 
Plato’s question. 

a One approach to the question, which Plato himself suggests, is to 
assume, first, that if one man knows and another man has true opinion 
but does not know, then the first man has everything that the second 
man has and something else as well. Then, having made this assump- 
tion, we ask: What is that which, when added to true opinion, yields 
knowledge? This approach to Plato’s question may be put AE 
matically. The expression “S knows that h is true,” where “S” may be 
replaced by a name or description of some person and where “h is true” 
may be replaced by a sentence such as “It is raining” or “ Anaxagoras 
was a Greek philosopher,” is assumed to tell us three different things: 
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1. ‘S believes that h € 


e.g., the person in question beli 
Anaxagoras Was a Greek philoso 


2. his true 


eves that it is raining, or believes that 
pher. It also tells us that 


e.g., that it is raining, or that Anaxagoras was a Greek philosopher. And 
finally, it tells us something else: 


3 — 


Thus, we have a blank to fill. What shall we say of 3? 
We may begin by approaching our problem in this way, keeping 
in mind the possibility that we should have begun in some other way. 
We will find that most of the expressions that come to mind as 
possible candidates for 3 will be expressions that seem to leave us with 
our problem. For when we try to say what they mean, we again come 
back to “know.” 


Adequate It is often said that ad hich, when added 
evidence to true opinion, yields k : 


a y we fill in our blank, then, 
by saying “S has adequate evidence for h”? 


e believes is true, for 
vorth.” But what this 
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evidence for the hypothesis that no one can live on the planet Mercury, 
he is likely to mean that on the basis of what we know, there is very 
good reason to believe that no one can live on? the planet Mercury. Or 
in slightly more technical language, he is saying that in relation to what 
is known, it is highly improbable that there can be life on Mercury. 

We may say of this type of definition, then, what Socrates said 
of the attempt to define knowledge in terms of reason or explanation: 
“If, my boy, the command to add reason or explanation means learning 
to know and not merely getting an opinion . . . , our splendid definition 
of knowledge would be a fine affair! For learning to know is acquiring 
knowledge, is it not?” [Theatetus 209E] 


Probability The concept of adequate evidence presupposes the concept of 
knowledge, but the concept of probability need not do so. May we 
say, then, that probability is that which, when added to true opinion, 

yields knowledge? 

The term “probability,” as it is ordinarily used, may be taken in a 
variety of senses. Of these, the most common are the statistical sense, 
the inductive sense, and the absolute sense. Whichever of these inter- 
pretations we adopt, we will find that the concept of probability does 
not provide us with the solution to Plato’s problem. 

1) Taking the term in its statistical sense, we may say with 
Aristotle that the probable is “that which happens for the most part.” 
Probability statements, when taken in this way, tell us something about 
the relative frequency with which a given property or event (say, death 
before the age of 100) occurs within a certain reference class or popula- 
tion (say, the class of men, or of philosophers, or of ancient Greek 
philosophers). Thus, the statement “It is highly probable that a given 
ancient Greek philosopher, for example, Anaxagoras, died before he 
reached 100,” when taken in this way, will tell us that Anaxagoras was 
a member of a certain class of entities (ancient Greek philosophers), 
the vast majority of which died before they reached 100. Statistical 
probability statements, which may be arithmetically more complex, are 
analogous. p 

But just how are we to go about defining knowledge in terms of 
statistical probability? Let us allow ourselves to say that if a man believes 
something, then what he believes is a proposition. Then, we shall try 
to say something of this sort: If a man knows a given proposition to be 
true, then the proposition isa member of a certain wider class of propo- 
sitions, the vast majority of which have a certain further property P 
And we will hope to find a property P which is such that if a propositio 3 
is a member of a class of propositions, the vast majority of which bare 
that property P, then the proposition is one that can be said to a 
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ye H 
known to be true—but what class of Propositions, and what additiona 
Property P? It will not be enough to say 


the class ofspropositions that § believes 
being true, for in this cas 


presupposing the distinction we are trying to define. 
(2) The induce} 


Promising. If, once again, we 
then we May say that “probable,” 
tain logical relation that holds bety 


> inductive probability 
answer to our question, 


If we attempt to draw the distin 


that e has some fur! 


Y not only that e 
T property be—except 


well. And what 


own by S to be 
1 The term “proposition” is a convenient abbrevig 
throughout the book The relation be! thi 


: ee: 
a sentence and the metaphysical Concept Pom and 
touched upon in chaps. 5 and 7, 


o s 
Bservation In writings on the phil 


Knowledge and True Opinion 9 


he Theatetus recurs, this time with respect 
define “S knows that e is true”? 
is used ithe absolute sense, and 


this would seem to be its most frequent use, it is closely related to what 


is intended by the term “know.” The phrase “in all probability” is often 
used to express the absolute sense of “probable.” Thus, if we say “In all 
we mean that the hypothesis or 


probability it will rain tomorrow,” 

proposition that it will rain tomorrow is more probable than not, in the 
inductive sense of “probable” just considered, in relation to those propo- 
sitions that are known to be true or that could, very readily, be known 
to be true, We may be relating the hypothesis to what it is we happen 
to know ourselves; or we may be relating it to what it is we believe the 
experts happen to know (as we would be doing if we said “In all prob- 
ability, a man will be landed on the moon before the century 1s over”); 
or we may be relating the hypothesis to the knowledge of some subclass 


of experts who are indicated by the context of utterance. 
d sense, the concept of absolute prob- 


In its most straightforwar c i 
A proposition h is probable in the 


ability might be defined in this way: ( i i 
absolute sense for a given subject S provided that h is probable in the 
inductive sense, in relation to the conjunction of all those propositions 


that S knows to be true.” (Hence, we may equate what is expressed by 
“h is probable in the absolute sense for S” with what is expressed by 
“S has adequate evidence for h.” ) Since we must appeal to the concept 
of knowledge to explicate the concept of absolute probability, we cannot 
make use of the concept of absolute probability 1n order to complete our 


definition of knowledge." 


true? Hence, the problem of t! 
to e instead of h. How are we to 
(3) When the term “probable” 


osophy of science, it is often assumed 

(1) that knowledge may be defined in terms of observation and 
(2) that observation, being a concept of physiology and psychology, can 
be defined in the terms of those sciences and without reference to 
knowledge. In support of the first contention, one might formulate the 


following definition: To say of someone S that S knows a certain prop- 


a i Pe i d without referring to “th 

2 The following definitio. chieve the same en! o g. he 

voninasction PEN those propositions that S me to be true. E prapas ion h is 
i se for S provided: here is a conjunction e of proposi- 

probable in the absolute sen: h Aa probable in relation to e; and tiers iP an 


ti ki be true; 
ions that S knows eaters PIJ S knows bable true and (2) A is not probable in 


proposition i such that A 
elation to the conjunction of e andi. aps 
3 The distinction between the inductive and statistical senses of “probable” is 
clearly drawn by Rudolf Carnap in The Logical Foundations of Probability (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1950). The expression absolute probability,” interpreted 
somewhat as here, was used by Bernard Bolzano in his Wissenschaftslehre, III 
(Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1930), 267-68; this work was fist published in 1837 * still 
another sense of “probable” is distinguished in footnote 17 of this chapter. t 


n would a! 
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e 
ositign h to be true is to say that S has true opinion with respect ae 
and that h is an observation proposition for S. And in support of the 
second, one.might point out that to say of a man that he oae A 
cat, for example, is to say that a cat is, for him, a stimulus object, tha 
it has caused him to have a certain sensation, and perhaps also that it 
has “entered into his field of vision.” T 

This approach to Plato’s question will not serve to “bring the 
many sorts of knowledge under one definition,” for as we shall see later 
in some detail, there are many sorts of knowledge that are not observa- 
tional—for example, our knowledge of logic and mathematics and our 


knowledge of some of our own states of mind. But there is another dif- 
ficulty that is even more serious. 


The term “observation” is a member of a certain family of terms 
(compare “perceive,” “se 


e,” “hear,” “feel”) each of which is subject to 
two quite different types of interpretation. If we interpret any one of 
these terms in such a way that, on that interpretation, one of the two 


contentions comprising the present suggestion will be true (and we may 
do this), then, on that interpretation of the term, the other contention 
will be false. 


We may say of a man simply that he observes a cat on the roof, 
Or we may say of him that he observes that a cat is on the roof. In thé 


second case, the verb “observe” takes a “that”-clause, a propositional 
clause, as its grammatical ob 


ject. We may distinguish, therefore, be- 
tween a “propositional” and a “nonpropositional” use of the term 
“observe,” and we may make an analogous distinction for “perceive,” 
“see,” “hear,” and “feel.” 
If we take the verb “ob: 
that he observes that a cat i 
on the roof, then we may a 
the roof; for in the Proposi 
said to imply knowledge. 
saying of the man only tha 
what we say will not imply 
For a man may be said to o 
nonpropositional sense of 


observation may be 
ngnpropositionally, 
is on the roof, then 


> or hear a cat, in the 
s knowing that a cat 
or hearing. “It wasn’t until 


other related terms May al 


Robinson Crusoe: “When i following passage in 


day broke, and all un- 
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That is, Friday saw the ship really the best of the two; and yet he 
could hardly be said to see it at all.” Using “see” nonpropositionally, 
we may say that Friday not only saw the ship; but saw it better than 

ropositionally, we may say that Crusoe, but not 


Crusoe did; using it p 
Friday, saw that it was a ship and hence, that Friday hardly saw a ship 


at all. 

We can define the Friday, nonpropositional sense of “observe” by 
means of the terms of psychology and physiology. But this sense of 
observation does not imply knowledge, and we cannot use it to com- 
plete our definition of knowledge. We must appeal instead to the 
Crusoe, propositional sense of “observe.” What, then, did Crusoe have 


that Friday did not have? ; 
The obvious answer is that Crusoe had knowledge. His senses 


enabled him to know, with the result that “what it was was evident at 
a glance.” ‘This sense of “observation,” therefore, must be defined in 
terms of knowledge, and so we are left, once again, with Plato’s problem. 


Knowledge If we are to solve the problem, we must find a definition of knowl- 
as an ethical edge that is not patently circular. We cannot be content to define 
concept knowledge by reference, say, to “that which falls within our cog- 

x" to introduce some technical term 


nizance.” Nor will it do merely to c tech 
way in which we ordinarily use the 


and then resolve to use it in the t 
if we like, that to constitute knowl- 


word “knowledge.” We may say, eens Fi 
edge, a true opinion must also be one that is evident,” but we must 
> 


not suppose that the introduction of the technical term is itself suf- 


ficient to throw any light upon our problem. i l 
Let us consider, then, the possibility of defining knowledge in 
ethical terms. To know that h is true will be not only to have true 


opinion with respect to h, but also to have a certain right or duty with 
respect to h. Whether such a definition will turn out to be circular will 
deperid upon how we specify the right or duty in question. The terms 
“right” and “duty” are not technical terms invented merely in order to 
complete our definition. We may assume that “right” and “duty” are 


corrélative terms: A man has a right to perform a certain act A if, and 
only if, it is not his duty to refrain from performing A, and he has a 
duty to perform A if, and only if, he does not have the right to refrain 
from performing A. Instead of saying ‘He has a duty to perform A,” we 
may also say “He ought to perform A. = 

One may object that any such definition would throw no light 
upon the concept of knowledge, for what it is to have a right or a duty 
is at least as obscure as what it is to know. The obvious reply is: The 
philosopher is indeed confronted not only with the difficult concept of 


knowledge, but also with the difficult concept of a right or a duty; but 
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f 
if he can succeed in defining one of these by reference to the other, then 
he will have progressed at least to the extent of finding himself with one 
difficult contept, where formerly he had found himself with two.4 

What right or duty, then, does the knower have with respect to 
that which he knows? A simple answer would be: If a man knows that 
a certain proposition is true, then he has the duty to accept or believe 
that proposition. More exactly, S knows that h is true, provided that 
(1) S accepts or believes h; (2) h is true; and (3) S has the duty to 
accept or believe h. Would this be an adequate definition? 

The term “duty” must be taken in its ordinary sense if the defini- 
tion is to be of any significance. But “duty,” as we ordinarily understand 
the term, is used in connection with actions, or possible actions, that are 
within the agent’s power and for which he can be held responsible if he 
performs them. (“‘Ought’ implies ‘can.’”) But are beliefs actions, or 
possible actions, that are within anyone’s power? * And can a man be 
held responsible for what he believes, or fails to believe? (We often 
speak of what a man ought to know, but seldom, if ever, of what a man 
ought to believe.) 

There is a difficulty that is even more serious: If beliefs—more 
exactly, believings—are actions for which we can be held responsible, 
then the proposed definition would imply that to turn a man’s true 
opinion into knowledge, it would be sufficient to make the holding of 


that opinion a duty. But it is at least conceivable that a man may have 
the duty to accept a true proposition which he does not know to be 
true. For example, a man may have the duty to believe that the mem- 
bers of his family are honest or faithful without in fact knowing that 
they are. Or a sick man, who has various unfulfilled obligations, may 
have the duty to accept certain propositions if, by accepting tiem, he 


h attempted to define “duty” in terms of 
ideal observer” would approve if only he knew 


eet! ur power, and Spinoza, 

e ea in: C. S. Peirce, Collected 
34. 6 gaul Weiss, ambridge: z: f p 

i vo vir ae Belief and Will” Aristotalian Seceiy auala 

the Right, “Right Belicvi (1954), 1.26; C. I. Lewis, The Ground and Nature of 
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can make himself well and useful once again. The proposed definition 
would have the consequence that, if these duties to believe are fulfilled, 
and if the propositions thus believed happen tò be true, then the be- 
liever, ipso facto, knows that they are true. And this is absurd.® 

Analogous considerations hold if we define knowing in terms of 
“the right to believe,” instead of “the duty to believe.” 

Let us consider, then, another type of right or duty, one that is 
more closely related to the concept of knowing—the right or duty that 
we have, in certain cases, to take precautions. Taking precautions is a 
kind of activity. When a man takes precautions, he prepares for the 
worst, even though he may not expect it to happen. For example, he 
may not believe that his house will burn, but he takes precautions by 
buying fire insurance. But if he knows that a given proposition is true, 
then, it would seem, there is no point in his taking any precautions 
against the possibility that the proposition is false. If, somehow, he 
knew that his house would never burn, then, it would seem, there would 
be no point in his insuring the house against fire or otherwise taking 
precautions against the possibility that his house might burn. Suppose, 
then, we say that a man knows h to be true, provided that no matter 
what he may do, he has the right to rely upon h—that is to say, no 
matter what he may do, he does not have the duty to take precautions 
against the possibility that h is false. 

This definition has been suggested by a familiar doctrine of 
scholastic philosophy: If a man knows, then he need have no “fear of 
’ and so far as what is known is concerned, his intellect may be in 
“a state of repose.” 7 A. J. Ayer has suggested a similar definition, saying 
that the man who knows, as contrasted with the man who merely has 
true opinion, is the man who has the “right to be sure.” $ 

But here, too, there are difficulties. The duty to take precautions 
in any particular case is a function not only of what is known, but also 
of what happens to be at stake—if not, indeed, of what is known to be 
at stake. Where the stakes are small, there may be no need to take pre- 
cautions—whether or not one knows. And where the stakes are large, 
there-may be a duty to take precautions—whether or not one knows. 
Moreover, the duty to take precautions may arise in still other ways. 
Even if a captain knows that his ship is seaworthy, he may yet have 


error, 


“Chisholm and the Ethics of Belief,” Philosophical Review, 


7See D. J. Mercier, Critériologie générale, ou Théorie générale de la certitude, 
8th ed. (Paris: Felix ‘Alcan, 1923), PP- 420-21; P. Coffey, Epistemology, or the 
Theory of Knowledge, 1 (London: Longmans, Green & Company, Ltd., 1917), 


54-55. udi 
s The Problem of Knowledge (New York: St. Martin’s Press, Inc., 1955), pp. 
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the obligation to provide lifeboats and to take other precautions against 
the possibility that it is not. For he may have the obligation to sa oe 
his passengérs; or he may have sworn to obey the law and thus have 
acquired the obligation to take precautions with every sailing. A 

Again, there are circumstances under which a man may be said to 
have the duty to rely upon certain propositions about his friends, or 
upon certain propositions that his friends have assured him are true, 
even though he does not know these propositions to be true. One of 
the duties of the Christian, for example, is said to be that of faith— 
where faith is a matter of trust, a matter of relying upon the several 
tenets that make up the doctrine of Christianity. The virtue of having 
faith is thought by some Christians to lie in the very fact that the 
tenets of the faith are propositions which are not known to be true and 
which, indeed, are extremely unreasonable.’ If it is the duty of the 
Christian to have faith, and if the tenets of that faith happen to be 
true, then, according to the proposed definition of knowledge, it will 
follow from these facts alone that the Christian knows these tenets to 
be true. 

Tt is not enough, then, to define “S knows that h is true” by 


reference merely to the right not to take precautions against the possi- 
bility that h is false. For 


(for he may have the duty, and if 
and yet not know that h is true. 


cations, we could conceivably formu- 
late an ethical definition of “know” 


we do not have an ethical definition that will constitute a solution to 
the problem of the Theatetus.10 
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“Performative It may well be asked, at this point, whether our ‘problem has not 
utterances” been misconceived—whether what we take to be a problem may 
not actually rest upon a false presupposition. We have been sup- 
posing all along that there is something x such that, when x is added to 
true opinion, the result is knowledge, and we have sought, so far in 
vain, for this something x. But is it necessary to make any such sup- 
position in order to make the distinction between knowledge and true 
opinion? 

There are those who believe that if we note certain ways in which 
people use the word “know,” we will then be able to see that the sup- 
position in question is mistaken. One source of this belief is an influen- 
tial paper by J. L. Austin, in which he describes what he calls the “per- 
formative” function of “I know.” 1! 

The concept of a “performative” function may be illustrated by 
referring to the ordinary use of the expression “I promise.” Usually, 
when a man utters the words “I promise,” the point of his utterance is 
not to report anything; the man’s concern is to make the promise, not 
to describe himself as making a promise. To utter the words “I promise,” 
under ordinary conditions, is to promise. “I request” is similar. Thus, 
if a man uses the word “request” in the third person, saying “He re- 
quests,” then he is describing or reporting what some other person is 
doing; or if he uses the word in the first person, but in the past tense, 
saying “I requested,” then he is describing or reporting something that 
he himself was doing; but if he uses the word in the first person and in 
the present tense, saying “I request,” then his point is not to report or 
describe himself as requesting—his point is to make a request. The same 
thing holds for such verbs as “order,” “warn,” “guarantee,” and “Dap- 
tize.” (One indication of a performative use, Austin remarks, is the fact 
that “the little word ‘hereby’ actually occurs or might naturally be 
inserted”—as in ““T'respassers are hereby warned that cars will be towed 
away at owner's expense.” ) : 

The expression “I know,” Austin points out, performs a function 
very similar to that of “I promise.” When a man utters the words “I 
promise” he provides a guarantee; he stakes his reputation and binds 
himself to others—and similarly, for saying “I know.” Saying “I know,” 
Austin writes, “is not saying ‘I have performed a specially striking feat 
of cognition, superior, in the same scale as believing and being sure, 
even to being merely quite sure’: for there is nothing in that scale su- 
perior to being quite sure. Just as promising is not something superior, 


11 “Other Minds,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Vol- 
ume XX (1946); reprinted in Austin’s Philosophical Papers, ed. J. O. Urmson 
and G. J. Warnock (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961), pp. 44-84. 
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in the same scale as hoping and intending, even to merely fully infend- 
ing: for there is nothing in that scale superior to fully intending. When 
I say ‘I knew,’ I give others my word: I give others my authority for 
saying that ‘S is P.’” 12 And Austin concludes: “To suppose ‘I know’ is a 
descriptive phrase, is only one example of the descriptive fallacy, so 
common in philosophy.” 13 

It is in the spirit of these observations also to note that where “I 
know” performs the function of giving assurance, “I believe” may per- 
form that of taking it away. For to say “I believe,” under certain cir- 
cumstances, is tantamount to saying “Don’t take my word for it—I 
won't be responsible.” How, then, could “knowing” ever be thought to 
imply “believing”—if the function of the one is to give, and that of the 
other, to take away? 

On the basis of such considerations, some philosophers have con- 
cluded that the problem of the Theatetus is a pseudo-problem. It is 
said to be a pseudo-problem because it is thought to be based upon a 
false assumption, the assumption, namely, that there is a state which 
may be described or reported by means of the word “know.” And it is 


by committing the “descriptive fallacy” that one is led to make this 
assumption, 


But let us look more carefully 
utterance.” 


Almost every utterance may 
one respect, for almost every utter. 


at the concept of a “performative 


be said to be performative in at least 


i ry ance is intended to have effects other 
than those of simply describing or reporting. What, then, is the pecu- 


liarity of the particular expressions that Austin calls “performative”? 
Austin did not provide a clear definition of the concept, but I think that 
“performative utterances” might be described as follows. 

There are certain acts—e.g., requesting, ordering, guaranteeing, 
baptizing—which have this characteristic: When the circumstances are 
tight, then to perform the act it is enough to make an utterance con- 
taining words which the speaker commonly uses to designate such an 
act. A standard way of making a request, among English-speaking peo- 
ple, is to make an utterance beginning with “I request? (the same thing 
holds for promising, ordering, guaranteeing, baptizin ). Let us say, 
then, of anyone who performs an act in this way, that his utterance is 
a “performative utterance”—in what we may call the strict sense of this 
term. 

An utterance beginning with “I want” is not performative in this 


strict sense, for it cannot be said to be an “act” of wanting. But “I want” 
12 Philosophical Papers, p. 67. Cf. C. S. Peirce, Collected Papers, V (1932), 

383-87. 

18 Ibid., p. 71. 
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is often used to accomplish what one might accomplish’by means of the 
strict performative “I request.” Let us say, then, that “T want” may be 
a “performative utterance” in an extended sense vf the latter expression. 

In which of these senses may an utterance of “I know” be said to 
be performative? Clearly, “I know” is not performative in what I have 
called the strict sense of the term, for knowing is not an “act” that can 
be performed by saying “I know.” To say “I promise that p,” at least 
under certain circumstances, is to promise that p; but to say “T know 
that p” is not itself to know that p. (One may say “I hereby promise,” 
but not “I hereby know.”) “I know” is related to “I guarantee” and 
“I give you my word” in the way in which “I want” is related to “I 
request.” For “I know” is often used to accomplish what one may 
accomplish by the strict performative “I guarantee” or “I give you my 
word.” Hence, “I know” may be performative in an extended sense of 
the term. 

“I want” is not always a substitute for “I request.” I may tell you 
what I want, and thus, describe my psychological state, even when I 
know there is no possibility of your helping me in getting what I want. 
And “I know” is not always a substitute for “I guarantee.” I may tell 
you—confess or boast to you—that I know some of the things that you 
also know, and on an occasion when you neither need nor want my 
guarantee. (“I believe,” similarly, is not always a substitute for “I can’t 
provide you with any guarantees,” for I may tell you what I believe on 
occasion when I am prepared to give you guarantees.) 

What, then, of Austin’s remark “To suppose ‘I know’ is a de- 
scriptive phrase, is only one example of the descriptive fallacy, so 
common in philosophy”? It looks very much as though Austin was 
assuming mistakenly that “I know” is performative in the strict sense 
and not merely in the extended sense. Yet, just as an utterance of “I 
want” may serve both to say something about me and to get you to do 
something, an utterance of “I know” may serve both to say something 
about me and to provide you with guarantees. To suppose that the 
performance of the nondescriptive function is inconsistent with a simul- 
taneous performance of the descriptive function might be called, there- 
fore, an example of the performative fallacy. 

The expression “J know” is not to be taken lightly, and therefore, 
if we are philosophers, we may ask what the conditions are that entitle 

” one to say it. Thus, Austin says: “If you say you know something, the 
most immediate challenge takes the form of asking ‘Are you in a posi- 
tion to know?’: that is, you must undertake to show, not merely that 
you are sure of it, but that it is within your cognizance.” 4 

If a man is entitled to say “I know that h,” it may well be that he 

14 Philosophical Papers, p- 68. I have italicized the final three words. 
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4 
has performed no striking feat of cognition, but h does “fall withirt his 
cognizance.” And if h does thus fall within his cognizance, then surely, 
whether ortnot he says “I know,” he does know. (“He knows but he 
isn’t saying.”) Hence, it would seem there is a state, after all, that may 
be described or reported by means of the word “know.” 35 It is by com- 


mitting the “performative fallacy” that one is led to suppose that there 
is not. 


Other 


“Know” is one of a family of terms—we might call them terms of 
epistemic 


epistemic appraisal—which present us with essentially similar 
terms problems. We can throw some light upon “know” by noting its 
telations to other members of the same family. 

-Just as we may say of a man that he knows 
proposition to be true, we may also say: a certain hypothesis is evident 
to him; it is reasonable of him to accept a certain hypothesis; one 
hypothesis is, for him, more reasonable than another; a certain hypothe- 
sis is for him gratuitous, or indifferent, or acceptable, or unacceptable. 
If we say that a certain hypothesis or Proposition is “unaccept- 
able,” where “unacceptable” is to be taken as a term of epistemic 
appraisal, we mean not that the Proposition is incapable of being 
accepted, but rather, that epistemically it is unworthy of being accepted. 
The negation of any proposition that a man knows to be true, or of any 


proposition that is evident to him, could be said to be a proposition that 
is, for him, unacceptable. Hen 


Lake Michigan” would be u 


a certain hypothesis or 


15J, O. Urmson proposed an account of the use of “I know” em: in’ 
and then attempted to extend the account to et ae ao Beit ats 
tenses in the following way: To say, for example, that Mr Tones knew some propo- 
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$ Sond T know. And what is it to be “ina Position in which one is entitled to say 
I know’ ”? According to Urmson, it is to be in the position of having “all the 
evidence one could need” —which brings us back to the point at hich, Sheen 
our discussion of Plato’s problem. See “Parenthetical Verbs wi oe in Gonan 
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which there is “insufficient evidence” is also unacceptable.!* According 
to positivistic philosophers, some propositions that are unverifiable and 
all propositions that have a metaphysical subject matter may also be 
said to be unacceptable. 

A “gratuitous” proposition may be described as one which there 
is no point in accepting. If we could say that an unacceptable proposi- 
tion is one that ought not to be accepted, then we could say that a 
gratuitous proposition is one that need not be accepted. Hence, the 
charge of gratuitousness is less serious than that of unacceptability: 
Every unacceptable proposition is gratuitous, but some gratuitous 
propositions (unless Clifford is right) are not unacceptable. The 
astronomy of Copernicus, according to some, makes that of Ptolemy 
gratuitous, but it does not make it unacceptable. The Ptolemaic astron- 
omy is not unacceptable, but since it is needlessly complex, it is 
gratuitous. 

Sometimes propositions are said to be epistemically “indifferent,” 
but we must distinguish two quite different uses of this term. (1) Will 
it rain in Baltimore a year from today? For most of us, the proposition 
is epistemically “indifferent” in that there is as much, or as little, reason 
for believing it as there is for disbelieving it. Any proposition that has a 
probability of .5 in relation to everything that is known could be said to 
be indifferent in this first sense of the term. (2) An act is said to be 
indifferent if performance of the act is permissible and if non- 
performance is also permissible. It is sometimes said analogously that 
a proposition is epistemically indifferent if the proposition is acceptable 
and if its negation is also acceptable. 

If a proposition is indifferent in the first of these two senses of the 
term, then it is not indifferent in the second. For if there is no ground 
for choosing between the proposition and its negation, then suspension 
of belief would seem to be the reasonable course, in which case neither 
the proposition nor its negation would be acceptable. It may well be, in 
fact, that no proposition is indifferent in the second sense of the term. 

Some propositions are “beyond reasonable doubt.” Or as we may 
also say, they are such that it is “reasonable” for a man to believe them, 
These include those propositions for which he has adequate evidence 
(in the sense of “adequate evidence” discussed earlier). For presumably, 
it is reasonable for a man to believe any proposition that is more prob- 
able than not in relation to the totality of what he knows. (This is the 
epistemic thesis that is sometimes expressed by saying “induction is 


morally 


16 See “The Ethics of Belief,” in Lectures and Essays, II (London: M: r 
Co., Ltd., 1879), 163-205. acmillan & 
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justified.” 17) An important epistemological question (to be disctissed 
in Chapter_3) concerns whether or not there are any other propositions 
which it is reasonable for a man to accept. 

Some propositions are “evident” as well as reasonable. Any propo- 
sition that a man knows to be true is one that may be said to be evident 
for him. But it may be that some Propositions that are evident for him 
are not propositions that he knows to be true. Thus, it has been held 
that whatever is logically entailed by what is evident, is itself evident. 
But some of the propositions that are logically entailed by what a man 
knows may be such that he does not know that they are entailed by 
what he knows, and they may even be propositions which he does not 
accept (he may know that all philosophers are men and yet refrain 
from believing that everything that is not a man is something that is not 
a philosopher), In this case, he will refrain from accepting or believing 
certain propositions which are evident for him; and an evident proposi- 
tion that is not accepted cannot be said to be a proposition that is 
known. Again, any Proposition that is both evident and false would be 
a proposition that is evident but not known; whether there are any such 


Propositions is an extraordinarily difficult question to which we shall 
return. 


Hence, there are im 


Proposition is “evident” for a man and saying that he has “adequate 
evidence” for that Proposition. We may note three such differences: 
a) A man may have adequate evidence for a proposition that is not 
evident to him. If » for example, that there are 1,000 
red, and if he knows further 
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each particular drawing, that the ball drawn on that patticular occasion 
will be red, but he does not have adequate evidence for the proposition 
that, on every occasion, the ball that is drawn wall be red. But if, some- 
how, it were evident for him, with respect to each occasion, that on that 
occasion a red ball would be drawn, then it would also be evident for him 
that on every occasion a red ball would be drawn. (3) There may be 
propositions that are evident for a man, but which are such that he can- 
not properly be said to have adequate evidence for them. For if we follow 
ordinary usage, we will say of such propositions as “I seem to remember 
having been in this place before,” that they are propositions which may 
be evident for a man at a given time, but not that they are propositions 
for which he has evidence at that time. Thus, if I have evidence for a 
given proposition, then I will be able to cite certain other propositions 
as being my evidence for that proposition; but even though it is evident 
for me that I seem to remember having been in this place before, there 
are no other propositions I could cite as being my evidence for the 
proposition that I seem to remember having been in this place before.!* 


Some If “know” and the other epistemic terms we have been discussing 
definitions can all be defined in terms of one epistemic term or locution, then 
perhaps it can be said that we have provided a partial solution to 

Plato’s problem. 

Let us remind ourselves, first, that we may take one of three dif- 
ferent attitudes toward any given proposition: we may believe or accept 
the proposition; we may disbelieve or reject the proposition (and this 
is the same as believing or accepting the negation of the proposition); 
or we may “withhold” the proposition—that is, we may refrain from 
believing it and we may also refrain from disbelieving it. And secondly, 
let us remind ourselves that for any proposition and any person, some 
of these attitudes will be more reasonable, at any given time, than 
others.. Thus, St. Augustine suggested that even though there might be 
ground to question the reliability of the senses, it would be more 
reasonable for most of us most of the time to believe that we could rely 
upon them than to believe that we could not. Presumably, for most of 
us at the present time, it is more reasonable to withhold the proposition 
that there is life on Venus than it is to accept it; but it is more reasonable 
to accept the proposition that there is life on Venus than it is to 
accept the proposition that there is life on Mercury. What is suggested 
when we say of one of these attitudes that it is more reasonable than 
another, is this: If the person in question were a rational being, if his 


18 For further discussion of some of these points, cf. Herbert H 
“Knowledge, Certainty, and Probability,” Inquiry, VI (1963), 242-50. 
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concerns were purely intellectual, and if he were to choose betweer the 
two attitudes, then he would choose the more reasonable in preference 
to the less seasonable.1® ; 

By reference to this concept of one epistemic attitude being more 
reasonable than another for a given subject at a given time, we can 
define and systematize our various epistemic concepts. A proposition is 
reasonable or “beyond reasonable doubt,” if believing it is more reason- 
able than withholding it; it is gratuitous if believing it is not more 
reasonable than withholding it; it is unacceptable if withholding it is 
more reasonable than believing it; and it is acceptable if withholding it 
is not more reasonable than believing it.2° And a proposition h may be 
said to be evident for a subject S provided (1) that h is reasonable for 
S and (2) that there is no Proposition i such that it is more reasonable 
for S to believe i than it is for him to believe h. We thus have a hierarchy 
of epistemic terms: Every proposition that is evident is reasonable, but 
not conversely; and every Proposition that is reasonable is acceptable, 
but not conversely.*4 We shall see the importance of such a hierarchy 
in Chapter 3, where we discuss the problem of formulating a theory of 
empirical evidence. 

Having defined the evident, we may 


now return to the problem of 
the Theatetus and to the definition with 


which we began. 


hose concerns are purel 7 
merely by the desire to play it safe, “There are two ways of looking at our duty in 
the matter of opinion, —ways entirely different, and yet ways about whose difference 
the theory of knowledge seems hitherto to have shown very little concern, We must 
know the truth: and we must avoid error,—these are our first and great command- 
ments as would-be knowers; but they are not two ways of stating an identical com- 
mandment, they are two separable laws, |, , By choosing between them we may 
end by coloring differently our whole intellectual life... . For my part, I can believe 
that worse enigs than being duped may happen to a man.” From The Will to 
Believe and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy (New York: David McKay Co. 
Inc., 1911), pp. 17-19, sa 
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S knows at t that h is true, provided: (1) S believes h at t; (2) h is 
true; and (3) h is evident at t for S.” 


We thus have a partial solution to the problem. We have defined 
“know” in terms of “evident.” And we have defined “evident” in terms 
of “more reasonable.” The definition of “evident” is not completely 
empty, for we have seen that “more reasonable” is also adequate for 
the definition of other basic terms of epistemic appraisal. Our defini- 
tion, therefore, enables us to see the ways in which these various con- 
cepts are related. We may leave unanswered the important question of 
whether it is possible to define “more reasonable” in strictly ethical 
terms. 

What propositions, then, can be said to be evident? 


2% If we countenance the possibility that some propositions are both evident and 
false, we must add a qualification to the definition in order to remove a difficulty 
pointed out by Edmund L. Gettier in “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?” Analy- 
sis, XXV (1963), 121-23. Suppose “I see a sheep in the field” is a false proposi- 
tion i that is evident for S (he mistakes a dog for a sheep); then “A sheep is in the 
field” (h) will also be evident for S. Suppose further that there happens to be a 
sheep in the field that S does not see. This situation, obviously, would not warrant 
our saying S knows that there is a sheep in the field; yet it satisfies the conditions 
of our definition, for S believes h, h is true, and h is evident for S. To rule out 
this type of situation, it would be necessary to add a qualification to our definition 
of “know.” 

Let us say that a proposition e “justifies” a proposition h provided e and h are 
such that, for any subject and any time, if e is evident to that subject at that time 
then h is evident to that subject at that time; and let us say that a “basic proposi- 
tion” is an evident proposition such that the only evident propositions that thus 
justify it are propositions that entail it. To meet the difficulty, we might consider 
adding the following clause which would make our definition of “know” recursive: 

“Either (1) h is a basic proposition for S at t, or (2) h is entailed by a set of 
propositions that are known by S at t, or (3) a proposition that is known by S at t 
and that does not justify any false proposition justifies h.” 

In Chap. 2 we will consider propositions that are “basic” in the sense defined, and 
in Chap. 3 we will consider cases in which a proposition may thus “justify” a 
proposition that it does not entail. If it is necessary to add such a fourth clause to 
our definition of “know,” then knowing that one knows, i.e., being certain, is con- 
siderably more difficult than merely knowing. For discussions of this latter question, 
see Jaakko Hintikka, Knowledge and Belief (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1962), 
Chap. ï, and Roderick M. Chisholm, “The Logic of Knowing,” Journal of Philos- 
ophy, LX (1963), 775-95. 


THE DIRECTLY EVIDENT 


a 


Socratic In order to formulate, or make explicit, our rules of evidence, we 


questions will do well to proceed as we do in logic, when formulating rules of 

inference, or in moral philosophy, when formulating rules of action. 

We suppose that we have at our disposal certain instances which the 

rules should countenance or permit and other instances which the rules 

should reject or forbid; and we suppose that by investigating these in- 

stances we can formulate criteria which any instance must satisfy if it 

is to be accepted or permitted, as well as criteria which any instance must 

satisfy if it is to be rejected or forbidden.) To obtain the instances we 

need if we are to formulate rules of evidence, we may proceed in the 
following way. 

We consider certain things that w 
know to be true, or certain things which, upon reflection, we would be 
willing to call evident. With respect to cach of these, we then try to 
formulate a reasonable answer to the question “What justification do 
you have for thinking you know this thing to be true?” or “What justi- 
fication do you have for counting this thing as something that is evi- 
dent?” In beginning with what we think we know ta be true, or with 
what, after reflection, we would be willing to count as being evident, we 


e know to be true, or think we 


1“The nature of the good can be learned from 
experience be first classified into good and bad, 
classification or grading already involves th 
principle which is sought. In logic, principles can be elicited by generalization from 
examples only if cases of valid reasoning have first been segregated by some criterion, 
In esthetics, the laws of the beautiful may be derived from experience only if the 
criteria of beauty have first been correctly applied.” C. I. Lewis, Mind and the 
World-Order (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1929), p. 29; cf. his discussion 
of the “critique of cogency,” in The Ground and Nature of the Right (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1955), pp. 20-38. 
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experience only if the content of 
or grades of better and worse, Such 
legislative application of the same 
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are assuming that the truth we are seeking is “already implicit in the 
mind which seeks it, and needs only to be elicited and brought to clear 
reflection.” * Whether we are justified in beginning in this way will be 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

There are philosophers who point out, with respect to some things 
that are quite obviously known to be true, that questions concerning 
their justification “do not arise,” for (they say) to express a doubt 
concerning such things is to “violate the rules of our language.” But 
these objections do not apply to the type of question that we are dis- 
cussing here; for these questions need not be taken to express any doubts, 
or to indicate any attitude of scepticism. Designed only to elicit in- 
formation, the questions are not challenges and they do not imply or 
presuppose that there is any ground for doubting, or for suspecting, 
that to which they pertain.? When Aristotle considered an invalid mood 
and asked himself “What is wrong with this?” he was trying to learn; 
he need not have been suggesting to himself that perhaps nothing was 
wrong with the mood. 

It should also be noted that when we ask ourselves, concerning 
what we may think we know to be true, “What justification do I have 
for counting this as something that is evident?” or “What justification 
do I have for thinking I know that this is something that is true?” we 
are not asking any of the following questions: “What further evidence 
can I find in support of this?” “How did I come to believe this or find 
out that it is true?” “How would I go about persuading some other 
reasonable person that it is true?” We must not expect, therefore, that 
answers to these latter questions will be, ipso facto, answers to the ques- 
tions that we are asking. Our questions are Socratic and therefore not 
at all of the type that one ordinarily asks.* 


2 Mind and the World-Order, p. 19. 

3 These remarks also apply to Leonard Nelson’s statement “If one asks whether 
one possesses objectively valid cognitions at all, one thereby presupposes that the 
objectivity of cognition is questionable at first . . .”; Socratic Method and Critical 
Philosophy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1949), p- 190. One of the unfortu- 
nate ccasequences of the work of Descartes and, in the present century, the work 
of Bertrand Russell and Edmund Husserl, is the widely accepted supposition that 
questions about the justification for counting evident statements as evident must be 
challenges or expressions of doubts. See Bertrand Russell's Problems of Philosophy 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1912) and his many other writings 
on the theory of knowledge, and E. Husserl’s Méditations Cartésiennes (Paris: J 
Vrin, 1931), also published as Cartesianische Meditationen und Pariser Vorträge 
(The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1950). The objections to this approach to the con. 
cept of the evident were clearly put forth by A. Meinong; see his Gesammelte 
Abhandlungen, II (Leipzig: Johann Ambrosius Barth, 1913), 191. 

* According to Xenophon, Charicles said to Socrates: “You generally ask que 
tions when you know quite well how the matter stands; these are the questions: 5 
are not to ask.” [Memorabilia, I, 2, 36] you 
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Still more ` In many instances the answers to our questions will take the foilow- 
Socratic ing form: 
questions 


What justifies me in counting it as evident (in thinking that I know) 
that a is F, is the fact that (1) it is evident that b is G and (2) if it 
is evident that b is G then it is evident that a is F. 


For example: “What justifies me in counting it as evident that he has 
that disorder is the fact that it is evident that he has those symptoms, 
and if it is evident that he has those symptoms, then it is evident that 
he has that disorder.” Such an answer has two parts. First, we say that 
our justification for counting one thing as evident is the fact that some- 
thing else is evident. And secondly, we offer what may be called a “rule 
of evidence”: We make a statement which says that if certain conditions 
obtain, then something may be said to be evident, One could say of 
such a rule that it tells us that one thing confers evidence upon another. 

This type of answer to our Socratic questions shifts the burden of 
justification from one claim to another. For we may now ask, “What 
justifies me in counting it as evident that b is G?” or “What justifies 
me in thinking I know that b is G?” And possibly we will formulate, 
once again, an answer of the first sort: “What justifies me in counting it 
as evident that b is G is the fact that (1) it is evident that c is H and 
(2) if it is evident that c is H, then it is evident that b is G.” (“What 
justifies me in counting it as evident that he has those symptoms is the 
fact that it is evident that his temperature is recorded as being high... .”) 
How long can we continue in this way? 

Conceivably, we might continue ad indefinitum, justifying each 
new claim that we elicit by still another claim. Or we might complete a 
vicious circle: Having justified “a is F” by appeal to “b is G” and “b is 
G” by reference to “c is H,” we might then justify “c is H” by reference 
to “a is F.” Actually, we will do neither of these; we will find that our 
Socratic questions lead us to a proper stopping placé. But how are we 
to recognize it? 

Sextus Empiricus remarked that every object of apprehension 
seems to be apprehended either through itself or thtough another ob- 
ject.° Those things, if there are any, that are “apprehended through 
themselves” might provide us with a stopping place. But what could 
they be? The form of our Socratic questions suggests a way of finding 
an answer. Let us say provisionally that we have found a proper stopping 
place when the answer to our question may take the following form: 


What justifies me i 


n counting it as evident th is F is simply the 
fact that a is F, £ vident that a is F is simply 


5 Sextus Empiricus Outlines i 
Paes 3 ines of Pyrrhonism, Book I, Chap. 6, in Vol. I of Sextus 
mpiricus, The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard Urren Press, 1933)- 
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o Whenever this type of answer is appropriate, we have eńcountered what 
is directly evident. 


An attempt At first consideration, one might supposé that those statements 
to escape that correctly describe our “experience,” or formulate our “percep- 
tions” or “observations,” are statements expressing what is directly 
evident in the sense described. But what is expressed by such statements 

does not satisfy the criteria we have just set forth. 

In answer to the question “What is my justification for thinking I 
know that Mr. Smith is here?” one may say, “I see that he is here.” But 
“I see that he is here” does not express what is directly evident in our 
present sense of the term. For in reply to the question “What is my 
justification for counting it as evident that it is Mr. Smith that I see?” 
a reasonable man will not say, “What justifies me in counting it as evi- 
dent that I see Mr. Smith is simply the fact that I do see Mr. Smith.” If 
he understands the Socratic question, he will say instead something like: 
“I know that Mr. Smith is a tall man with red hair; I see a tall man with 
red hair; I know that no one else satisfying that description would be in 
this room now... .” Each of these propositions in turn, including “I see 
a tall man with red hair,” would be justified by reference to still other 
propositions. And this is true of any other perceptual proposition. Hence, 
we cannot say that what we know by means of perception or observation 
is itself something that is directly evident. 

There are philosophers who might say, “What justifies me in count- 
ing it as evident that Mr. Smith is here (or that I see Mr. Smith) is 
simply my present experience; but the experience itself cannot be said 
to be evident, much less to have evidence conferred upon it.” With this 
reply they may suppose themselves able to circumvent some of the more 
difficult questions of the theory of knowledge.® Yet the reply seems 
clearly to make room for further Socratic questioning. For we may ask, 
“What justifies me in counting it as evident that my experience is of 
such a sort that experiences of that sort make it evident to me that Mr. 
Smith is here, or that I see that Mr. Smith is here?” And to this question 
one could reasonably reply in the way described above. 


States that The following quotation from Leibniz points to what is directly 
present evident: 
themselves Our direct awareness of our own existence and of our own thoughts 


provides us with the primary truths a posteriori, the primary truths 

of fact, or, in other words, our primary experiences; just as identical 
propositions constitute the primary truths a priori, the primary truths 

®See Leonard Nelson’s Uber das sogenannte Erkenntnisproblem (Göttingen: 
Verlag “Öffentliches Leben,” 1930), reprinted from Abhandlungen der Fries’ schen 
Schule, II (Göttingen: Verlag “Öffentliches Leben,” 1908), especially 479-85 502-3 
521-24, 528. Cf. “The Impossibility of the “Theory of Knowledge,’” in his Socratic 
Method and Critical Philosophy, especially pp. 190-92. a 
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of reason, or, in other words, our primary insights. Neither the one 
nor the other is capable of being demonstrated and both can be called 
immediate—the former, because there is no mediation between the 
understanding and its objects, and the latter because there is no media- 
tion between the subject and the predicate.” 


We are here concerned with Leibniz’s “primary truths of fact.” The 
“primary truths of reason” will be discussed in Chapter 5. 

Thinking and believing provide us with paradigm cases of the 
directly evident. Consider a reasonable man who is thinking about 
Albuquerque, or who believes that Albuquerque is in New Mexico, and 
suppose him to reflect on the philosophical question “What is my justi- 
fication for counting it as evident, or for thinking that I know, that I am 
thinking about Albuquerque, or that I believe that Albuquerque is in 
New Mexico?” (He is not asking “What is my justification for thinking 
that Albuquerque is in New Mexico?”) He could reply in the following 
way: “My justification for counting it as evident that I am thinking 
about Albuquerque, or that I believe that Albuquerque is in New 
Mexico, is simply the fact that I am thinking about Albuquerque, or that 


I do believe that it is in New Mexico.” And this reply fits our formula 
for the directly evident: 


What justifies me in counting it as evident that a is F is simply the 
fact that a is F. 


The man has justified a Proposition merely by reiterating it, and this 
type of justification is not appropriate in connection with the questions 
that were previously discussed. To the question “What justification 
do you have for counting it as evident that there can be no life on the 
moon?” it would be inappropriate—and impertinent—simply to reiterate 
“There can be no life on the moon.” But we can state our justification 


efs, and certain propositions about 
those propositions. They may be 
directly evident’ 


m Meinong, let us say that what is 


5 ys Some state of affairs that “presents 
itself to him.” Thus, my believing t 


affairs that is “self-presenting” t 
mortal, then, ipso facto, it is evi 
is mortal; the state of affairs is ‘ 


Understanding, Book IV, Chap. 9. 
le Präsentation (Vienna: Alfred Hölder, 1917), 


» Cha . 2, Sec. 2; Bert: d Russ 
and Truth (New York: 4 Yes 


A chaps. 9-11; 
Tedere Wood, The Analysis of Knowledge (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 

os Chap. 5; and C. J. Ducasse, “Propositions, Truth, and the Ultimate Criterion 
of Truth, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, IV (1944), 317-40. 
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g Other states that may be similarly self-presenting are those de- 
scribed by “thinking that one remembers that . . .” or “seeming to 
remember that . . .” (as distinguished from “reyhembering that . . .”), 
and “taking” or “thinking that one perceives” (as distinguished from 
“perceiving” ). Desiring, hoping, wondering, wishing, loving, hating may 
also be self-presenting. These states are what Leibniz intended by the 
term “thoughts.” But the area of what is self-presenting may be some- 
what wider than that of our thoughts, if we take the latter term in its 
ordinary sense. 

It has been suggested, for example, that our own actions can be 
known “without observation”—that a man can know directly and im- 
mediately what it is that he is doing at any particular time without 
observing his actions by means of any of the senses.” However, it might 
be more accurate to say that a man can know directly and “without 
observation” what it is that he means or intends to be doing—what it 
is that he is trying or undertaking to do. For where his action is an overt, 
bodily action, he cannot know “without observation” what it is that he 
is succeeding in doing; he cannot know, without observation, what the 
actual effects of his trying or undertaking happen to be. The fact re- 
mains, however, that trying or undertaking is more than merely thinking 
and that trying or undertaking is also “self-presenting.” We may say, 
therefore, that Leibniz was mistaken in restricting the “primary truths 
of fact” to “our direct awareness of our own existence and of our own 
thoughts.” Statements about what a man is trying or undertaking to do 
at any particular time are not, strictly speaking, statements about his 
“thoughts,” but they are statements which do express what is directly 
evident to him at that time. 


An But surely, one may object, it makes no sense whatever to ask 
alternative “What is your justification for thinking you know that you be- 
description lieve that Socrates is mortal?” 


To one who feels that such questions “make no sense,” we need 
not reply by trying to show him that they do. It is enough to make two 
points: (1) If he is right, then such propositions as “I believe that 
Socrates is mortal” and “I am thinking about the moon” differ in one very 
important respect from such propositions as “Socrates is mortal” and 
“There can be no life on the moon.” The former propositions, if our 
critic is right, are such that it “makes no sense” to ask, with respect to 
them, “What is my justification for thinking I know that they are true?” 
(2) Yet they resemble propositions which are known to be true in that 
they may function as evidence. My evidence that you and I think alike 
with respect to the mortality of Socrates cannot consist solely of the 
evidence I have concerning your beliefs about Socrates. It must also 

9 Cf. G. E. M. Anscombe, Intention (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1957), Pp. 49-50. 
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consist of the fact that I believe that Socrates is mortal. And these*two 
points provide us with an alternative way of characterizing the directly 
evident. `+ a 

We could say paradoxically that a proposition is directly evident 
to a man provided (1) that it makes no sense to say of him that he 
knows the proposition to be true, and (2) that the proposition is evi- 
dence for him of something else. 

If we use our original characterization of the directly evident, we 
might think of the directly evident as that which “constitutes its own 
evidence,” and therefore, in the terms of Sextus Empiricus, as that 
which is “apprehended through itself.” But if we use the alternative 
characterization, we may think paradoxically of the directly evident as 
being that which is “evidence but not evident.” 10 In the one case, we 
are reminded of the prime mover that moves itself, and in the other, 
of the prime mover unmoved. 

It will be convenient to contin 
characterization, but what we shall 
those of the second. 


We have yet to consider the most in 
examples of the directly evident. 


ue with the terms of our original 
say can readily be translated into 


teresting—and controversial— 


Seeming and In the second of his Méditations, Descartes offers what he takes to 
appearing be good reasons for doubting whether, on any occasion, he sees 
light, hears noise, or feels heat, and he then observes: “Let it be so, 

still it is at least quite certain that it seems to me that I see light, that 

I hear noise and that I feel heat.” 11 This observation about seeming 


should be contrasted with what St. Augustine says, in his Contra Aca. 
demicos, about appearing. 


I do not see how the Acade 
that this appears white to me 
with this, I know that this has 


tastes sweet to me, I know that this feels cold to me.” . . . I say this 
that, when a person tastes something, he can honestly swear that he 


10 The second method of characterization is in the spirit of the following ob- 
servations by Ludwig Wittgenstein: (1) “It can’t be said of me at all (except 
perhaps as a joke) that I know I’m in Pain” and (2) “Justification by experience 
c f would not be justification.” Philosophical Investiga- 
tions (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1953), PP- 89e, 136e. From the fact that it can’t be 

pain, it will not follow, of , that it can 
be said of me that I do not know—ie., that I am ignorant GE the fact—that I am 
in pain. 

1E, S. Haldane and R. T. Ross, eds., The Philoso, 
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1934), 153; 


- - il est certain qu’il me semble que je vois de la 
et que je sens de la chaleur.” 


phical Works of Descartes, I 
my italics. The French reads: 
lumière, que j'entends du bruit 
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knows it is sweet to his palate or the contrary, and that no trickery 
of the Greeks can dispossess him of that knowledge.” 


These two passages remind us that such words as “seem” or “appear” 
have different uses in different contexts. 

Thus, Descartes’ expression, “It seems to me that I see light,” when 
uttered on any ordinary occasion, might be taken to be performing one 
or the other of two quite different functions. (1) The expression might 
be used simply to report one’s belief; in such a case, “Tt seems to me 
that I see light” could be replaced by “I believe that I see light.” Taken 
in this way, the “seems”-statement expresses what is directly evident, but 
since it is equivalent to a belief-statement it does not add anything to 
the cases we have already considered. (2) “It seems to me”—or better, 
“It seems to me”—may be used not only to report a belief, but also to 
provide the speaker with a way out, a kind of hedge, in case the state- 
ment prefixed by “It seems to me” should turn out to be false. This 
function of “It seems” is thus the contrary of the performative function 
of “I know” to which J. L. Austin has called attention. In saying “I 
know,” I give my hearers a kind of guarantee and, as Austin says, stake 
my reputation; but in saying “It seems to me,” I play it safe, indicating 
to them that what I say carries no guarantee at all and that if they 
choose to believe what I say they do so entirely at their own risk? “Tt 
seems to me,” used in this way, cannot be said to describe what is 
directly evident, for it cannot be said to describe anything at all. 

But the word “appear” as it is used in the translation from St. 
Augustine—“This appears white to me”’—performs still another func- 
tion. (3) It may be used to describe a certain state of affairs which is 
not itself a belief. When “appear” is used in this descriptive, “phe- 
nomenological” way, one may Say consistently and without any in- 
congruity, “That thing appears white to me in this light, but I know 
that it is really grey.” One may also say, again, consistently and without 
any iticongruity, “Tt appears white to me in this light and I know that, 
as a matter of fact, it is white.” 

The latter statement illustrates two points overlooked by many 
contémporary philosophers, the first being that in such a statement, 
“appear” cannot have the hedging use just referred to, for if it did, the 
statement would be incongruous (which it is not). The second part 
(“I know that it is white”) would provide a guarantee which the first 
part (“This appears white” ) withholds. The second point is that the 


12 Against the Academicians (Contra Academicos), trans. and ed. Sister M: 
Patricia Garvey (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1942), para. 26, p. 68 ce 
pe d thi of “seems” in considerable detail in hi 

18 in discusse! is use alin 
ine a sensibilia (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1962). is posthumous 
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. “ ns . ‘the 
descriptive, phenomenological use of appears” is not restricted to’ th 
description of illusory experiences. in À 

The following translation from Sextus Empiricus reminds us that 


“seems,” as well as a number of other verbs, has this descriptive, phe- 
> 
nomenological use: 


The same water which feels very hot when poured on inflamed spots 


seems lukewarm to us. And the same air seems chilly to the old but 
mild to those in their 


the former faint, but to the latter clearly audible. The same wine 
which seems sour to t 


outside chills those coming out.!4 
Sextus is here using certain appear-words to indicate a fact about our 
s all—namely, the fact that by varying the 
ver, or of the intervening medium, or of 
on, we may also vary the ways in which 
erceives will appear to him. Sextus’ appear- 
ptive of experience, 
tive “appear”- and “seem”-statements may 
ng, and when they do, what they express is 
gle out such a class of directly evident “ap- 


§ to what Aristotle called the “proper ob- 
jects” of the various senses and to what he called the “common sen- 
sibles.” 15 The “proper objects” may be illustrated by the following: 
visual characteristics such as blue, green, yellow, red, white, black; audi- 
tory characteristics such as 


sounding 
characteristics such as rough, smooth, 
gustatory characteristics such 


state of the subject or percei 
other conditions of observati 
the objects that the subject p 
statements are simply descri 

Some of these descrip 
describe what is self-presenti: 
directly evident. We can sin 
pear’’-statements by referrin 


sensibles” are those characteri 
figure, and magnitude, which, 
one sense, but are common to 

If for any such characteri 
by saying of something that it 
now looks red, or ta 


h as movement, rest, number, 
ys, “are not peculiar to any 
all.” 


stic F, I can justi 
appears F (by 


stes sour, to me) 


fy a claim to knowledge 
saying of the wine that it 
» where the verb is intended in the 


I, Chap. 14; abri 
Empiricus, The Loeb Classical Libra ge Porin 


P ged from Vol. I of Sextus 
TY, PP. 55, 63, 65. 


CEK, Lykos, “Aristotle and 
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may also be some other claim. To the question “What justification do 
I have for thinking I know, or for counting it as evident, that some- 
thing now looks red to me, or tastes sour?” I cowld reply only by reiterat- 
ing that something does now look red or taste sour.!® 

Strictly speaking, “The wine tastes sour to me” and “Something 
looks red to me” do not express what is directly evident in our sense of 
this term. For the first statement implies that I am tasting wine and the 
second that there is a certain thing that is appearing red to me, and “I 
am tasting wine” and “There is a certain physical thing that is appear- 
ing red to me” do not express what is directly evident. What justifies 
me in counting it as evident that I am tasting wine is not simply the 
fact that I am tasting wine, and what justifies me in counting it as 
evident that a certain physical thing is appearing red to me (and that 
I am not, say, merely suffering from an hallucination) is not simply the 
fact that a certain thing is appearing red to me. To arrive at what is 
directly evident in these cases, we must remove the reference to wine 
in “The wine tastes sour to me” and we must remove the reference to 
the appearing thing in “That thing appears red to me.” This, however, 
is very difficult to do, since our language was not developed for any such 
philosophical purpose. 

Many philosophers and psychologists would turn verbs into sub- 
stantives, saying in the one case, “I have a sour taste,” and in the other, 
“I am experiencing a red appearance.” Such a procedure has the ad- 
vantage of enabling us to assimilate these seemings and appearings to 
other types of sensuous experience—to feelings, imagery, and the sen- 
suous content of dreams and hallucinations, all of which may be “self. 
presenting” in the sense we have described. But in introducing the sub- 
stantive “appearance,” we may seem to be multiplying entities beyond 
necessity; for now we seem to be saying that appearances, as well as 
fences and houses, may be counted among the entities that are red. 
“I haẸe a sour taste” may suggest, similarly, that tastes, like wine and 
fruit, are among the entities that may be sour. It is clear that we must 
proceed with great care if we are to employ this substantival termi- 
nology." 

16 Or if the directly evident is to be viewed in analogy with the prime mover 
unmoved instead of with the prime mover that moves itself, I could say (1) that it 
“makes no sense” to say “It is evident to me that something now looks red or tastes 


sour” and (2) that “Something now looks red” or “Something now tastes sour” 
may yet formulate my evidence for something else. 

1T One of the first philosophers to note the pitfalls which this substantival, o 
“sense datum,” terminology involves was Thomas Reid; see his Inquiry into "the 
Human Mind (1764), Chap. 6, Sec. 20, and Essays on the Intellectual Paicen 
(1785), Essay II, Chap. 16. Cf. H. A. Prichard, Kant’s Theory of Knowled si 
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1909), and “Appearances and Reality.” Mina 
(1906); the latter is reprinted in Realism and the Background of Phenomenol n 
ed. Roderick M. Chisholm (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, Inc. 1960) VE 
shall return to “the metaphysical status of appearances” in Chap. 6. ` Aisn 
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valid; then there would be no clear sense in which what is expressea by 
“This appears white” could be said to be directly evident; to state our 
justification" for thinking that we know that a certain thing appears 
white, we would need to state our justification for our belief about the 
ways in which white things normally appear. But the argument is invalid. 
Even if the linguistic hypothesis upon which the argument is based were 
true, the conclusion does not follow. From premises telling us that in 
order to learn the meaning of a certain expression A, one must first learn 


the meaning of a certain expression B, we cannot derive the conclusion 
that A really means the same as B. 


(2) It has also been argued: 
to’ does not express a comparison 
and anything else, then the sentenc 
ing at all about a present wa 
directly evident, then it can 
way of appearing and any’ 


“Tf the sentence ‘I am appeared white 
between a present way of appearing 
e is completely empty and says noth- 
y of appearing. But if it expresses what is 
not assert a comparison between a present 


thing else. Therefore, either ‘I am appeared 
white to’ is empty or it does not express what is directly evident.” Here 


the difficulty lies in the first premise. It may be true that if an appear- 
sentence is to communicate anything, it must assert some comparison of 
things; if I wish you to know the way in which I am appeared to now, 
I must relate th eared to with something that is 


\ his way of being app 
familiar to you. (“Describe the taste? It’s something like the taste of 
“If you are to understand me when 


a mango.”) But our question is not: 
I say something about the way in which I am appeared to, must I be 
of appearing with the w. 


comparing that way ay in which some object, 
familiar to you, happens to appear?” The question is, more simply: 
“Can I apprehend the way in which I am now appeared to without 
thereby Supposing, with respect to some object, that the way I am being 
appeared to is the way in which that object sometimes appears or has 
sometimes appeared?” From the fact that the first of these two ques- 
tions must be answered in the 


negative, it does not follow that the 
second must also be answered in the negative.20 


esigned to sho 
evident, may 
te; you are maki 


cannot express what is directly 
saying ‘Something appears whi 


°° Actually, the argument in question seems to 
about the nature of thou; i 


A see that this thesis is absurd, 
el 


e : 
noncomparatively that y is F. T things, we ‘can Say or believe 
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about language; you are assuming, for example, that the word ‘white,’ 
} in the way in which you 


or the phrase ‘appears white,” 1s being used 
have used it on other occasions, or in the way in which other people 
have used it. Therefore (b), when you say ‘This appears white,’ you are 
saying something not only about your present experience, but also about 
all of these other occasions. But (c) what you are saying about these 
other occasions is not directly evident. And therefore (d), “This is 


white’ does not express what is directly evident.” 

The false step in this argument is the inference from (a) to (b). 
We must distinguish the belief that a speaker has about the words that 
he is using from the belief that he is using those words to express. What 
holds true for the former need not hold true for the latter. A French- 
man, believing that “potatoes” is English for apples, may use “There 


are potatoes in the basket” to express the belief that there are apples in 
taken belief about “potatoes” 


the basket; from the fact that he has a mis i ; 
and “apples,” it does not follow that he has a mistaken belief ae 
potatoes and apples. Similarly, it may be that what a man bie about 
his own use of the expression “appears white” is something that is not 
directly evident to him—indeed what he believes about his own language 
may even be false and unreasonable; but from these facts it does not 
follow that what he intends to assert when x mes This appears white 
to me” is something that cannot be directly evident. pr 

We mane A singled out various types of eer ape 
what is directly evident. Most of these statements, as ie sa i 
to our thoughts; they may say what we ar? ogre or ta say 
fearing, wishing, wondering, desiring, wen T or think we are 
what we think we know, OF think we are reme : a ime ot 


perceiving. Some of them will refer to gur a 
of saying what we are trying Or undertaking 
time. And some of them will refer to ways in W 
appecred to. 

But clearly, 


evident. 


hich we sense, or are 


y is not restricted to what is directly 


what we knor 
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The relation Those “truths of fact” that are known but are not directly evident 

of the directly may be said to be indirectly evident. Hence, whatever we know 

evident to about “external objects,” other people, and the past, may be said 
the indirectly to be indirectly evident. Traditional! 


ly, the theory of knowledge, or 


evident that part of it that we might call the “theory of evidence,” has 


some of the methodological problems to which it gives rise. 
By means of what principles, 
derived from the directly evident? 


Not a The principles of evidence that we now seek may well include the 
deductive ordinary principles of deductive logic. But application of such 

deductive principles to the directly evident will not of itself be suffi- 
cient to yield any of the things that we are now assuming to be in- 


directly evident. For the directly evident premises that are available to 
us at any given moment, could be expressed in statements of the follow- 
Ing sort. 


38 


relation 
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$ I take something to be a cat on the roof. a 

I seem to recall that it was here before. 

I am thinking about a horse. 

I am trying to get across the street. 

I am appeared greenly to. 
The only significant deductive consequences that can be drawn from 
such directly evident premises will be other statements about the self, 
or about thoughts, undertakings, and appearances. But the indirectly 
evident conclusions that we wish to derive can be expressed in state- 
ments such as: 


There is a cat on the roof. 

It was also here yesterday. 

Part of it is green. 
Hence, any principles that enable us to derive the indirectly evident 
from the directly evident will not be the principles of deduction. 

Nor will they be the principles of induction. 


Not an Let us consider the nature of induction and ask ourselves what 
inductive types of inductive argument would support the conclusion “There 
relation is a cat on the roof.” Broadly speaking, we may say there are two. 


In the one case, the premises of the argument are “factual,” syn- 
thetic statements enumerating certain facts about cats and roofs or 
about certain things bearing a significant resemblance to cats and roofs. 


There is a cat on the roof of the first house. 
There is a cat on the roof of the second house. 
There is a cat on the roof of the third house. 


This is the fourth house. 
> Therefore, in all probability, there is a cat on the roof of this house. 


Again: 
There was a cat on the roof yesterday. 
There was a cat on the roof the day before yesterday. 
There was a cat on the roof the day before that. 
> Therefore, in all probability, there is a cat on the roof today. 


Or, again: 
There is a sheep in front of that house, a horse in the back, a dog in- 
side, and a cat on the roof. 
There is a sheep in front of this house, a horse in the back, and a dog 
inside. 
> Therefore, in all probability, there is a cat on the roof of this house. 
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Cleariy, we have no directly evident premises to enable us to constiuct 
any such enumerative inductive argument for supporting the conclusion 
that a cat ij on the roof. For as we have seen, every directly evident 
statement pertains to the thoughts or undertakings of the self or to the 
ways in which one is appeared to. 

Induction may be construed somewhat more broadly, however. Any 
argument of the following sort could also be said to be an inductive 
argument for a given hypothesis: The premises tell us, first, some of the 
things that would be true if the hypothesis were true, and secondly, 
that some of these things are true (possibly they will record the outcome 
of a favorable test or experiment). Thus, we might appeal to a general- 
ization telling us some of the things that would happen if a cat were 
on the roof. We then perform a test or experiment to see whether these 


things are happening; if we find that they are, we argue that our hypoth- 
esis has been confirmed. 


If there is a cat on the roof and if I stand in the garden and look toward 
the roof, then I will see something that I will take to be a cat. 

I am standing in the garden and looking toward the roof. 

I see something I take to be a cat. 


> Therefore, in all probability, a cat is on the roof. 


Other instances of this type of inductive argument may be considerably 
more complex, but in every case the premises will include a synthetic, 
“factual” statement, Corresponding to the first statement above, telling 


us some of the things that would follow if the conclusion happened to 
be true. 


It is now clear that we cannot argue in this way, from directly evi- 
dent premises to “A cat is on the roof.” For our Premises will include 
no “factual,” synthetic statemen us what would happen if a cat 
were on the roof. 


What we have said can readily be seen ti 
other things that we have described as being i 


t telling 


principles be? 


1 There are certain logical or “nonfactual” truths th: i 
us what would happen if a cat were on the roof ( : ot se is tiought to aell 
roof, then an animal is on the roof”). 
to our premises would not help matters 
strated deductively or inductively, by 
logical truth, can also be demonstrated by means of the set 
that logical truth. The concept of logical truth wil 
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The*theory of If there is a solution to our problem, it is likely to be a version of 
Carneades the theory of Carneades of Cyrene (c. 213-129 3.c.), one of the 
leaders of the Platonic Academy and the‘ most important of the 

“Academic Sceptics.” Carneades’ theory, as it is set forth by Sextus 

Empiricus in his Outlines of Pyrrhonism and in his treatise Against the 

Logicians, involves three theses concerning the “evidence of the senses.” 

In discussing Carneades’ theses, we will make use of three of the 
epistemic terms introduced in Chapter 1. We suggested there that a 
proposition can be called “acceptable” (for a given person at a given 
time) if withholding it is not more reasonable than believing it; it can 
be called “reasonable” if believing it is more reasonable than withhold- 
ing it; and it can be called “evident” if it is reasonable and if there is no 
proposition more reasonable than it. Thus, whatever is evident is reason- 
able, but not conversely, and whatever is reasonable is acceptable, but 
not conversely. 

(1) We may put Cameades’ first thesis by saying: If a man has a 
perception of something having a certain property F, then, for him, the 
proposition that there is something having that property F is acceptable 
If he has a perception of something being a cat, for example, then, for 

him, the proposition that there is a cat is acceptable. 

But why must we use awkward terminology? Instead of “He has a 
perception of something being a cat,” why not simply say, “He perceives 
something to be a cat”? And why not use “evident” instead of merely 
“acceptable”? If a man perceives something to be a cat, then, after all, 


he knows that there is a cat; the proposition is evident and not merely 


acceptable. 


Carneades might well reply: To be sure, if a man perceives some- 


thing to be F, then the proposition that there is an F is evident to him. 
But if our principle is expressed in this way, it can no longer be applied. 
For the man has no way of deciding, on any particular occasion, that he 
does perceive anything to be F. His experience, on any particular occa- 

sion, provides him with no guarantee that he is perceiving a cat. 
Consider a case in which, as we sometimes put it, a man’s senses 
haves“deceived him.” He takes something to be a cat and he can say 
honestly and sincerely that he “sees a cat”; yet what he sees is not a 
cat at all. His experience, at the time at which he has it, is one that he 
cannot distinguish from that experience which is correctly called “per- 
ceiving a cat”—from that experience which, if it were to occur, would 
make evident the proposition that the thing in question is a cat. If we 
2 Carneades’ own term is generally translated as “probable,” not as “acceptable.” 


But in view of the contemporary use of “probable” and the use that we have 
signed to “acceptable,” the latter is preferred in the present context. aS 
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use “perceive” in its ordinary way, we cannot say that, at the come 
the deceptive experience, the man “perceived a cat.” We must describe 
the experiefice in some other way—hence, the awkward “He has a per- 
ception of something being a cat.” . ; 

If there were a way of distinguishing “veridical” perceptions, when 
we have them, from those that are “unveridical,” we could formulate 
our principle by reference solely to the former, But the senses, “one and 
all,” can “play us false”; hence, the most we can say, on any particular 
occasion, is that we are “having a perception”—a perception which may 
or may not be veridical.? We can say, for Carneades (he did not say it 
himself), that it may be directly evident to a man, on a particular occa- 
sion, that he is “having a perception of a cat,” but it is never directly 
evident to a man that he is “perceiving a cat.” Hence, if our epistemic 
principles are to be applied to what is “directly evident,” we must refer 


to “having a perception of something being F,” and not to “perceiving 
an F” 


(2) 
Carneades 
sitions. Some of our perce 


”? 4 These perceptions he 
curring”; each of them 


in medical diagnoses: “ 
of fever from one sym 
high temperature—but 


ny €s’ second thesis, then, is this: 
Acceptable propositions that stand in this relation of concurrence are 
more reasonable than those that do not. 


% Sextus Empiricus, Against the Lo icians, Book I, para. 160, i t 
Ba i eu Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: pty Ce Tes 
, P- 87. 
4 Ibid., para. 176, p. 95. 
5 Ibid., para. 178-79, p. 97. 
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shape only in virtue of the fact, memory, or belief that Socrates has 
such and such a coat and such and such a size and shape. It is a defect 
of Carneades’ account, therefore, or at least of the account that has 
that he provides no way of deciding what inde- 
be used in thus establishing concurrence. And he 
tly what concurrence is; I shall attempt to describe 


been reported to us, 
pendent beliefs may 
does not tell us exac 
it in more detail below. 

(3) Finally, from the class of “uncontradicted and concurring” 
perceptions just described, Carneades singles out a further subset—those 
perceptions having the additional virtue of being “closely scrutinized 
and tested.” In “testing” a perception, we “scrutinize” the conditions 
under which it occurred. We examine the conditions of observation—the 
intervening medium, our sense organs, and our own state of mind. The 


perception survives these tests if we find the following: 


that we have our senses in good order, and that we see the object when 
wide awake and not asleep, and that there exists at the same time a 
clear atmosphere and a moderate distance and immobility on the part 
of the object perceived, so that because of these conditions the presen- 

we having had sufficient time for the scrutiny of 


tation is trustworthy, 
the facts observed at the seat of the presentation.® 
peal to other per- 


In thus scrutinizing any particular perception, we apl 


ceptions (€g, Our perception of the state of the atmosphere) and we 
also appeal to independent information or beliefs (eg. the informa- 
tion or beliefs we must utilize in deciding whether the senses are “in 
good order”). Once again, Carneades fails to tell us what independent 
information and beliefs we are entitled to appeal to 

Carneades’ third thesis, then, is this: Concurrent propositions that 
survive such “close scrutiny and test” are more reasonable than those 
that do not. Apparently, however, he would not go so far as to say that 
they are “reasonable” in the sense of the term that we have defined; 
for he is not quoted as saying categorically that accepting these propo- 
sitions is more reasonable than withholding them. And he denies that 
they are propositions that we know to be true, for, he says, they are not 


6 Ibid., para. 188, P- 103. l 
1 It is interesting to note that Carneades seems to have an up-to-date view about 
the relation between appear A wa} which we are appeared to, and what 
we know. He suggests, “scrutiny” of appearances does not normally occur 
unless some belief is be 

mind normally “passes through” the appearan| 
things that appear: Cameades insists, secondly, 
therefore, is committed to the view 
are appeared to is not directly evi 
pearances, quo’ 
views. But it may 
unmoved” view of our apprehen: 


‘dent. Indeed, St. Augustine’s remarks about ap- 


, were written in criticism of Carneades’ 
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e 


evideñħt. His justification for saying they are not evident is the fact that 
the criteria he sets forth provide us with no guarantee of truth: A propo- 
sition may pass these tests and yet be false. Carneades has given us, 
therefore, a version of scepticism. 

It may be, however, that by following Carneades’ general pro- 
cedure, we will find what we are looking for—a way in which the indi- 
rectly evident can be said to be “known through” or “based upon” the 
directly evident. 

‘The remainder of this chapter may be thought of as a preliminary 


sketch or outline of one possible theory of empirical evidence. We shall 
set forth nine epistemic principles. 


“Self- We may suppose, once again, that we are dealing with a rational 
presentation” person, Mr. S, who is conducting a “critique of cogency” of the 
and kind we tried to describe in the preceding chapter. Mr. S asks 
perception himself, with respect to various things that he knows or thinks he 


my justification for thinking 
say: “My justification for think- 
ct that I know so and so, and if 
and such.” Let us express this 
ef that he knows such and 
such by appeal to the proposition that he knows so and so. 

e the directly evident char- 
e first of our nine epistemic prin- 


(A) If there is a “self-presenting state” 


ie ae such that S is in that st: i 
is evident to S that he is in that st: = ate, then it 


ate. 


And now, like Cameades, we may 
single out two subspecies of perception 
sents us with what is reasonable, and 
with what is evident. 

Let us suppose that S knows, or 
a certain property or relation F, that 
property F or stands in that relation F., 


turn to perception. But we will 
and say, of the-one, that it pre- 
of the other, that it presents us 


favor of scepticism. Academica, Book II, Cha 
The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: H 


arvard University Press, 1933), p. 565. 
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way we have tried to set forth, let us also suppose that the man would 
justify his claim to this knowledge, or his belief that he has this knowl- 
edge, in the following way: He would appeal tothe proposition that he 
perceives something to be F (or sees, hears, feels, or smells something 
to be F, where these latter terms may be taken to imply that he per- 
ceives something to be F). “My justification for thinking I know that 
that thing is a sheep is the fact that I see it to be a sheep.” Let us say 
that in such a case, S believes that he perceives something to be F; he 
believes that he sees something to be a sheep. 

“Believing that one perceives” is thus a slightly different concept 
from Carneades’ “having a perception.” Consider, for example, what 
would happen if our Mr. S were to see someone in the garden whom 
he knew to be a thief. It might be natural to say that S perceives a thief; 
and it may be, for all we know, that Carneades would countenance it 
as being an instance of a perception of a thief. But if S is honest and 
rational, like the rest of us, he would not justify “I know him to be a 
thief” by appeal to “I perceive him to be a thief.” That is to say, in 
answer to the Socratic question “What is my justification for thinking 
I know that man to be a thief?” S would not say that he perceives him 
to be a thief or that he sees him to be a thief. And if this is so, then S 
cannot be said, in our sense of the terms, to believe that he perceives a 
man to be a thief—even though he may be said, in Carneades’ sense of 
the term, to have a perception of a thief. 

Our second epistemic principle, then, will be a variant of Car- 


neades’ first: 


(B) If S believes that he perceives something to have a certain property F, 
then the proposition that he does perceive something to be F, as well 
as the proposition that there is something that is F, is one that is 
reasonable for S. 


For the verb “perceives” in this formula, we may substitute other verbs 
of the same family—e.g., “sees,” “hears,” “feels,” “observes.” And we 
may understand the expression “to have a property F” in such a way 
that it may be replaced by “to stand, with some thing or things, in a 
relation F.” 

Principle B is intended to tell us, then, that “believing that one 
perceives” is a source of reasonable belief, We are, therefore, affirming 
a version of empiricism. 

We may hope that the perceptions which are thus endorsed by 
our principle form a slightly more respectable group than those with 
which Carneades began. Carneades does not provide a way of excluding 
“That man is a thief” from the class of perceptions with which he 
begins, and it may be, therefore, that he would count “That man is a 
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j Sane 
thief” as being initially acceptable for Mr. S.° This would ae a 
desirable beginning, for the assumption might all too easi ox fiat 
Carneades’'‘‘close scrutiny and test.” S would have merely to oo ade 
he not only sees a thief, but also that he hears one and that 


justify by saying oe 
~’ On the basis of this faith, w 
have assigned a higher evi 


hey may 

bles “ e 
“All the swans in the garden are white” and “Ther 
are no other animals there” ‘ 


They are also like the Perceptions of Carneades in that they may 
be false. Or more exactly, from the fact that S believes that he per- 
ceives a certain thing to be F, it will not follow that there is any- 
thing that is F. Hence, it will not follow either that S does perceive 
something to be F, For a 


already noted, if a man does perceive 
something to be F , then 3 


(if we take perceive” in its ordinary sense) he 
knows that there is som 


ething that is F and therefore, there is some- 

thing that is F. 

Perception Our third epistemic principle, another thesis concerning percep; 
and the tion, will be more bold than anything contained in Carneades 
evident theory of evidence, 


t us return to the “Proper objects” 
to the “common sensibles,” 


of the various senses and 
may be illustrated 


proper objects,” it will be recalled, 
by reference to th 


; € following sensible agian’ 

teristics as Dlue, green, yellow ted, white, black; suc 
auditory characteristics aş Sounding or making a noisessuch somesthetic 
characteristics ag Tough, smooth 


gustatory charact 
characteristics as fragrant, 
bles” are illustrate 
figure, and magni 
sense, but are co; 


Spicy, putrid, b 
d by such characteristics 
tude, which, as Arist 
mmon to all.” 

° Actually, Carneades te: 
and not confused” 
out the possibility 


urned. The “common cn 

as movement, rest, number, 

Otle said, “are not peculiar to any 

Stricts his Principle to th ” “yivid 
i that are 

3 Conceivably, he took these Ose perceptions they rule 

in question, terms in such a way tha 
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For each of the senses there are certain sensible ,elations that are 
peculiar to the proper objects of that sense. The field of vision provides 
us with these examples: the relation that holds between any two things, 
x and y, when x is similar in color to y; the relation that holds among 
three things, x, y, and z, when x resembles y in color more than it re- 
sembles z in color; the relation that holds between any two things, x 
and y, when x is brighter in color than y; and the relation that holds 
between any two things, x and y, when x is richer, or more saturated, 
in color than y. These relations have their analogues in the other sense 
spheres. 

To such relations, we may add other relations pertaining to the 
“common sensibles”: for example, the relation that holds between any 
two things, x and y, when x is larger than y, or when x moves faster than 
y, or when x is to the left of y, or when x is above y; the relation that 
holds among any three things, x, y, and z, when x is nearer to y than to 
z, or when x is between y and z; and the relation that holds between 
any two events, x and y, when x temporally precedes y. 

Our third principle, then, pertains to those occasions on which S 
would justify a claim to know by reference to the belief that he per- 
ceives something to have some sensible characteristic F. (For brevity, 
we may count sensible relations as sensible characteristics.) Such occa- 
sions, we will say, provide S with propositions that are not only reason- 
able but are also evident: 


(C) If there is a certain sensible characteristic F such that S believes that 
he perceives something to be F, then it is evident to S that he is per- 
ceiving something to have that characteristic F, and also that there is 
something that is F. 


What we are now saying must be distinguished from our earlier 
thesis about appearances, or the ways in which a man is appeared to. 
We said that if S is appeared to red, or blue, or green, or yellow, then it 
is directly evident to S that he is appeared to in that way. But we are 
now speaking not merely of the ways in which S is appeared to, but 
also of things that appear to S. We are saying that if S takes some- 
thing to be red, or blue, or green, or yellow, then it is evident to S that 
there is something that is red, or blue, or green, or yellow. This would 
also hold true for other sensible characteristics and relations. 

Variants of Principle C have been proposed by A. Meinong and 
H. H. Price.?? But where I have said that beliefs pertaining to the per- 
ception of sensible characteristics are beliefs in what is evident, Meinong 

See A. Meinong, Uber die Erfarhrungsgrundlagen unseres Wissens (Berlin: 
Julius Springer, 1906); H. H. Price, Perception (New York: Robert M. McBride 


& Co., 1933), p. 185; Roderick M. Chisholm, Perceiving: A Philos hicat 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1957), Chap. 6. ophical Study 
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qualiaes the principle by saying that such perception yields only “pre- 
sumptive evidence” (Vermutungsevidenz) and Price says that it yields 
only “primé;facie evidence,” There are two reasons for considering such 
a qualification. 

We may wish to say, for one thing, that rules 
many rules of morality in that they are “defeasi 
“overridden.” Some moral Philosophers have held, for example, that 
promise-making, as such (“other things being e 
keeping, and yet that any particular instanci 
occur as part of a larger situation which does n 
ing (we know, say, that a g 
occasion, the promise wer 


of evidence are like 


y, first, that there is a 
that there is no larger 
s this requirement, One might hold 
view of Meinong and Price, that a 


ething to be yellow) 
and cur as of > aS such, does not confer 
Prima-facie evidence upon that Proposition (he sees the thing under 
lights which are such that it is rea im to believe that white 
for things that are yel- 
) = » then one could 80 on to say that a per- 
ception confers absolute evidence” Provided it confers “ahaa han 
te a ated i iden by any larger situation, 

as Tger situation” on any Occasion, one mi ht 
a, Carneades close Scrutiny and test”; I believe, in fact, that this 
z a» EN way looking at the matter, For simplicity however, let 
upon the i inci 3 ‘ 

soe p! assumption that our Principles are not “de. 


1 For a more detailed discussion of thi: 
theory of knowledge, see Roderick M, Chih Rt a i A 
The American Philosophical Quarterly, I (1964) 147-55 Ethics of Requirement,” 
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by our principle are evident, we must say that there cah be some propo- 
sitions that are both evident and false. 

It must be conceded that this situation’ confronts us with a 
dilemma. If we say that no proposition can be both evident and false, 
then we may be restricting the evident to those trivial propositions that 
we have called directly evident. And if we say that our knowledge ex- 
tends beyond the directly evident, then we may be committed to saying 
that some things that are evident may be false (though not to saying 
that any proposition that we know to be true is false). 

The second hom of this dilemma would seem to be the lesser of 
the two evils. If we say that it is possible for an evident proposition to 
be false, then we are able to assure ourselves that there are evident 
propositions about external physical things; we are also able to assure 
ourselves, with respect to any evident proposition, that if the proposition 
is false, it can be justified at least by what is true. But we cannot 
assure ourselves that every evident proposition is true. This conclusion 
is sometimes expressed paradoxically by saying that knowledge involves 
an element of “animal faith.” 1? We shall return to this problem in the 
final chapter. 


Memory When Carneades sets out to establish “concurrence” and to “test 
and scrutinize” his perceptions, he makes use of certain inde- 
pendent information. Or more exactly, he appeals to certain beliefs 
that he has—beliefs about the properties of the things that he is per- 
ceiving, about the condition of the intervening medium, about his own 
psychological and physiological state. But he fails to tell us anything 
about the credentials of these independent beliefs. Clearly, this gap in 

his account should be filled by reference to memory. 

The word “memory” presents us with a terminological difficulty 
analogous to that presented by “perception.” Consider a case in which, 
as one might say, a man’s memory has “deceived him”: the man would 
have said, honestly and sincerely, that he remembered a certain event 
to have occurred; actually, the event did not occur at all. Such decep- 
tionsof memory are common; “we remember remembering things and 
later finding them to be false.” 1° But if we say “what he remembered 
is false,” the ordinary interpretation of the word “remember” will render 

12 We may say of the evident what J. M. Keynes said about probability: “, |, 
there is no direct relation between the truth of a proposition and its probability 
Probability begins and ends with probability. That a scientific investigation pursued 
on account of its probability will generally lead to truth, rather than falsehood, is 
at best only probable. The proposition that a course of action guided by the mst 
probable considerations will generally lead to success, is not certainly true and h: 
nothing to recommend it but probability.” A Treatise on Probability (Lond: a 
Macmillan & Co., Ltd., 1921), p. 322. on: 


13C, I. Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation (La Sall i 
Court Publishing Co., 1946), p. 334. (La Salle, TIl.: Open 
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what we say contradictory; hence, if we wish to take “remember” in this 
ordinary way, we must express the fact in question by saying, What he 
thought he remembered is false.” And of those cases where one’s mem- 
ory is not thus deceptive, we may say that “what he thought he remem- 
bered is true.” 

Since both memory and perception are capable of playing us false, 
we run a twofold risk when we appeal to the memory of a perception. 
Let us suppose that Mr. S defends his claim to know “A cat was on the 
roof” by saying he thinks he remembers having perceived one there. The 
situation presents us with four possibilities. (1) The present memory 
and the past perception are both veridical: he did think he perceived a 
cat and what he saw was, in fact, a cat, (2) He correctly remembers 
having thought he saw a cat; but what he saw was not a cat. In this 
case, the fault lies with the past perception and not with the present 
memory. (3) He incorrectly remembers having thought he saw a cat; 
but what he really thought he saw, at the time, was a squirrel, and in 
fact it was a squirrel that he saw. In this case, the fault lies with the 
present memory and not with the past perception. (4) 
remembers having thought he saw a cat; but what he thought he saw, at 
the time, was a squirrel, and the perception was unveridical, for there was 
no squirrel there at all. In this case, the fault lies both with the present 
memory and the past perception. As we know, however, memory, by a 
kind of happy failure, if not an act of dishonesty, may correct the past 


quirrel but it was in fact a cat, 
and now he thinks he remembers that he thought he saw a cat, Or- 


He incorrectly 


another, evident, let us no 
they are acceptable and rea 
the following two principles: 


(E) If there is a certain sensible characteristic F, such that S believes he 


remembers having perceived something to be F, then the Proposition 
that he does remember having perceived something to be F, as well as 


the proposition that he perceived something to be F and the proposi- 
tion that something was F, is reasonable for S. 
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Variants of these two principles have been suggested by other 
philosophers: Meinong held that our memory judgments, as he called 
them, possess “immediate presumptive evidence.’ Russell has said that 
every memory should “command a certain degree of credence.” And 
Lewis said that “whatever is remembered, whether as explicit recollec- 
tion or merely in the form of our sense of the past, is prima-facie cred- 
ible because so remembered.” 14 

There is still more that can be said in behalf of memory. 

If our memories of sensible perceptions are reasonable, so, too, 
must be our memories of the “self-presenting states” discussed in the 
preceding chapter. If I think that I remembered that I believed, or 
desired, or hoped, or loved, or that I undertook a certain thing, or that 
I was appeared to in a certain way, then, for me, the statements express- 
ing what I thus think that I remember are reasonable. Let us add, 
therefore: 


(F) If there is a “self-presenting state” such that S believes that he remem- 
bers having been in that state, then the proposition that he does 
remember having been in that state, as well as the proposition that he 
was in that state, is one that is reasonable for S. 


We have said that our perception of things in motion, or at rest, 
and our perception of events in temporal succession are sources of what 
is evident. In saying this, we have conceded the evident character of 
“proteraesthesis,” or our apprehension of the “immediate past.” 15 
Whenever we perceive a thing to be in motion, or to be at rest, and 
whenever we perceive a succession of events, as we do when we listen 
to a melody or to a conversation, we perceive one event as being tem- 
porally prior to another. When we do perceive one event as being 
temporally prior, then we perceive the former as being past. Whether 
this apprehension of the immediate past is to be called “memory” may 
be a matter only of terminology. But if we do call it “memory,” then 
we may say that what we thus remember, or think we remember, is 
something that is evident.1* 

Hence, we have replaced Carneades’ first thesis or principle, which 


1 A. Meinong, “Zur erkenntnistheoretischen Würdigung des Gedächtnisses,” in 
Gesammelte Abhandlungen (Leipzig: Johann Ambrosius Barth, 1933), p. 207; first 
published in 1896. Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth (New 
York: W. W. Norton & Co., Inc., 1940), pp. 192-202; C. I. Lewis, An Analysis of 
Knowledge and Valuation, p. 334. 

15 Franz Brentano uses the term “Proterästhese” in this connection; Russel] uses 
“immediate past.” See Brentano's Die Lehre vom richtigen Urteil (Bern: As 
Francke, 1956), p. 158, and Russell’s Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 192. 

16 And if we call it “memory” we should not cease to call it “perception.” “Hear- 
ing one note to precede another” may not be analyzed into “Hearing the one note 
and svbsequently hearing another” or into “Remembering one note and hearing 
another.” 
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states that all of our “perceptions” are acceptable, by several different 
theses about perception and memory. In one respect, as we have noted, 
our several theses are epistemically more rigorous than was the first 
thesis of Carneades. For if we follow the account of Carneades that 
has been handed down to us, we may be required to say that, for Mr. S, 
“There is a thief in the garden” may express a perception and hence be 
acceptable. But we have suggested a way in which what is expressed by 
“There is a thief in the garden” may be excluded from the perceptions 
that are to be taken as initially acceptable. In another respect, our 
several theses are epistemically more lenient than the first thesis of 
Carneades. For they allow us to say of certain types of propositions not 
only that such propositions are acceptable, but also that they are reason- 
able, and that some of them—those that pertain to sensible characteris- 
tics and relations—are evident, 


But our principles do not yet allow us to say, of Mr. S, that it is 
evident to him that a cat is on the roof. 


We must return, then, to the concept of confirmation, 


Confirmation Unfortunately, the logic of induction has not yet been developed 
and to the point where it is Possible to say what it means for one 
concurrence Proposition to confirm, or to lend support to, another. We may 


say, of course, that the premises of a good inductive argument 
confirm or lend support to the conclusion, and 


First, we may expand the class of Propositions that our principles 
are to countenance as being acceptable for S. 
Since whatever is evident 


Say that all of the propositions 
F are acceptable. It will be con- 


17 Strictly speaking, our definition of “em 
Consider the set of propositions countena’ 
subtract from that set any self-contradicto: 


pirically acceptable” should be qualified. 
nced by, principles A through F; then 
ry propositions and i i- 


e set of propositions 
ain no contradictions, 
any proposition what- 


that are empirically acceptable. It is essential that this set cont. 
for otherwise it could be said to confirm, or lend support to, 
ever. 
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(G) If h is confirmed by the set of all those propositions e, such that e is 
empirically acceptable for S at t, then h is acceptable for S at t. 
e 


The class of acceptable propositions m&y now include a vast 
number of inductive hypotheses and will thus go considerably beyond 
the content of memory and perception. S’s acceptable memory propo- 
sitions will include various propositions about cats and roofs; possibly, 
therefore, the inductive hypotheses admitted by Principle G will include 
generalizations about cats and roofs, for such generalizations may be 
confirmed by what S thinks that he perceives and remembers. 

Next, by applying Carneades’ concept of concurrence to this ex- 
panded class of acceptable propositions, we are also able to expand the 
class of propositions that are to be countenanced as being reasonable. 
When Carneades said that a group of presentations might be concur- 
rent, he meant that each member of the group would support, and also 
be supported by, the other members of the group. Perhaps the concept 
of concurrence can be explicated like this: Any set of propositions that 
are mutually consistent and logically independent of each other (no 
one logically implies another) is concurrent provided that each member 
of the set is confirmed by the conjunction of all the other members of 
the set.18 

There will conceivably be many sets of concurrent propositions 
among the propositions that are now acceptable for S. Let us consider, 
then, the following principle: 


(H) If h is a member of a set of concurrent propositions, each of which is 
acceptable for S at t, then h is reasonable for S at t. 


In other words, if among the propositions that are acceptable there is a 
set of propositions related by mutual support, then each of the proposi- 
tions so related is also reasonable. 

The following is an example, slightly oversimplified, of what might 
be such a concurrent set: “There is a cat on the roof today; there was 
one there yesterday; there was one there the day before yesterday; there 
was one there the day before that; and there is a cat on the roof almost 
every day.” We may assume that the first statement expresses a present 
perception, and therefore, that it expresses what is reasonable (hence, 
also acceptable) by Principle B; we may assume that the second, third, 
and fourth statements express certain memories, and therefore, that 
they express what is acceptable by Principle D; and we may assume 
that the final statement is confirmed by the set of all of those state- 

18 Cf. the definition of “coherence” in H. H. Price’s Perception, P- 183, and the 
definition of “congruence” in C. I. Lewis’ An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation, 


. 338; Lewis discusses the logical properties of this concept in detail. I am i 
A Charles Raff for correcting an earlier definition of “concurrence.” indebted 
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ments that are empirically acceptable for S, and therefore, that it ex- 
presses what is acceptable by Principle G. Each of the five Propositions 
thus formulated may be said to be confirmed by the set of all the others. 
They are mutually consistent, hence, they are concurrent; and therefore, 
they are all reasonable by Principle H, 

Carneades had spoken of concurring presentations as hanging to- 
gether like “links in a chain.” But Meinong’s figure may be more illumi- 
nating: “One may think of playing-cards. No one of them, uncreased, is 
capable of standing by itself, but several of them, leaned against each 
other, can serve to hold each other up.” 19 


Our concurrent set must be acceptable on its own if we are to derive rea- 


(I) If S believes at t tha 
erty F, if h is the 


property F, and if h of concurrent Propositions 


h is evident to S at t. 


x ae ie) is a Presbyterian” 
Proposition that is evident. Yet it is often presupposed in writings on the piloscche 
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Corrections of detail may well be required; but it is only by means of 
some such principles as these that we can say that what is indirectly 
evident is “known through” what is directly evigent. Principle A refers 
to every “self-presenting state,” and thus to everything that is directly 
evident. Principles B and C apply to premises stating what S thinks he 
perceives; and principles D, E, and F apply to premises stating what S 
thinks he remembers. As we have seen, if S thinks that he perceives that 
something a has a certain property F, or if he thinks he remembers that 
a was F, then it is directly evident to him that he does think he per- 
ceives that a is F, or that he does think that he remembers that a was F. 
Principles G, H, and I refer to certain logical relations holding among 
the propositions countenanced by the principles; and these principles 
may be satisfied even if S does not know that they are satisfied. Hence, 
we may say that we have a set of principles enabling us to derive some 
of the things that are indirectly evident from what is directly evident. 
Are there other types of knowledge for which our principles should 


be adequate? How are we to decide? 


of science that there are some conditions under which confirmation by a set of 
evident propositions can thus confer evidence upon a proposition that the set does 
not entail. An unsolved “problem of induction” is that of saying just what these 


conditions might be. 


THE PROBLEM 


OF THE CRITERION 


© 


Two Two quite different questions of the theory of knowledge are 


questions “What do we know?” and “How are we to decide, in any particu- 


lar case, whether we know?” The first of these may also be put by 
asking “What is the extent of our knowledge?” and the second, by 
asking “What are the criteria of knowing?” 

If we know the answer to either one of these questions, then, per- 
haps, we may devise a procedure that will enable 
If we can specify the criteria of knowledge, we may have a way of 
deciding how far our knowledge extends, Or if we know how far it does 
extend, and are able to say what the things are that we know, then we 
may be able to formulate criteria enabling us to mark off the things 
that we do know from those that we do not. 


But if we do not have the answer to the first question, then, it 
would seem, we have no way of answering the second. And if we do 
not have the answer to the second 
of answering the first, 

It is characteristic of “empiricism” (but not only of “ iricism” 
to assume that we have an answer to the second of th 
and then to attempt to answer the first on the basis of, 
second. Experience, in one or another of its v; 
the source of our knowledge; every v. 
posed, will satisfy certain empirical criteria: 
concluded, may be used to determi 


ine the extent of our knowledge. 
Empiricism thus begins Paradoxically with a general premise, But if 


Hume is right, a consistent application of these criteria indicates that 


we know next to nothing about ourselves and about the physical objects 
around us. 
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us to answer the other. 


> We have no way 
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. Hence, it is characteristic of “commonsensism,” îs an alternative 
tradition in the theory of knowledge, to assume that we do know most, 
if not all, of those things that ordinary peoplesthink that they know. 
G. E. Moore has written: “There is no reason why we should not, 
in this respect, make our philosophical opinions agree with what we 
necessarily believe at other times. ‘There is no reason why I should not 
confidently assert that I do really know some external facts, although I 
cannot prove the assertion except by simply assuming that I do. I am, 
in fact, as certain of this as of anything; and as reasonably certain of 
it.” 1 If we take this point of view, then we can say, with Thomas Reid, 
that if empiricism has the consequence that we do not know any of 
these “external facts,” then empiricism, ipso facto, is false. 

A third point of view, with respect to our pair of questions, is that 
of “scepticism” or “agnosticism.” The sceptic or agnostic does not 
assume at the outset that he has an answer to the first question or that 
he has an answer to the second. Thus, he is able to conclude: “We do 
not know what, if anything, we know, and we have no way of deciding, 
in any particular case, whether or not we know.” 

Many philosophers, perhaps unwittingly, have taken all three 
points of view. ‘Thus, a single philosopher may attempt to set out in 
three different directions at once. First, he will employ what he takes to 
be his knowledge of external physical things in order to test the ade- 
quacy of various possible criteria of knowing; in this case, he begins with 
a claim to know and not with a criterion. Second, he will employ what 
he takes to be an adequate criterion of knowing in order to decide 
whether he knows anything about “other minds”; in this case, he begins 
with a criterion and not with a claim to know. And third, he will ap- 
proach the field of ethics without either type of preconception; he will 
not begin with a criterion and he will not begin with a claim to know. 
Therefore, he will not arrive at any criterion or at any claim to know. 


“Sources” of One approach to the question “How are we to decide, in any 
particular case, whether we know?” is to refer to the “sources” of 


Cur knowledge and to say that an ostensible item of knowledge is 
genuine if, and only if, it is the product of a properly accredited source. 
Thus, it is traditional in Western philosophy to say that there are four 


knowledge 


such sources: 


ee) 
“external perception 


memory ArNe? i 7 
“self-awareness” (“reflection,” or “inner consciousness” ) 


Pee 


reason 


1 Philosophical Studies (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1922), p, 163, 
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(“Self-awareness” pertains to what we have been calling the directly 
evident; and “reason” js said to be that by means of which we have our 
a priori knewledge of necessity. ) 

Descartes wrote, for example, that “in the matter of the cognition 
of facts two things alone have to be considered, ourselves who know 
and the objects themselves which are to be known, Within us there 
are four faculties only which we can use for this Purpose, viz., under- 
standing, imagination, sense, and memory, ,, ” 2 And Thomas Reid 
said, even more clearly: “Thus the faculties of consciousness, of mem- 


; ; in so doing, we acknowledged 
Perception as a source of knowing. “I think I remember having per- 


ceived that thing to be So and so” also expresses the content of self- 


of knowing, And we have said that the content of self-awareness is 
directly evident, 


But the appeal to such “sources” 


leaves ji çi uzzle- 
ment. If the question “ ~S with a kind of P 


How are we to decide, n any particular case, 


» it is the product of a 
” is not likely to be sufficient. 
urther questions: “How are we to 


eof knowledge is téperly accredited?” 
and “How are we to decide just what it is that ; en ae ] 
accredited source of knowledge?” TEN hatis plied bya BARRER 


Let us now consider how this genera] “pro 


bance : blem of the criterion” 
arises in particular cases, 


2 “Rules for the Direction of the Mind,” in The Phi i 
> hilosophical W Des- 
19347, r- a E. S. Haldane and G. R. Ross (London: Cambridge UE Hes 
3 Essays on the Intellectual Powers, Essay VI Chap. 4. in 7 " Š 
f » ed. Sir Will; f: Yon aP. 4, in The Works of Thoma: 
id 1834). pao slam Hamilton (London; Longmans, Green & Company, 
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“Kifowledge At the risk of some slight oversimplification, let us begin with one 
of right and of the controversial questions of moral philosophy. Do we know 
wrong" as any distinctively moral, or ethical, facts? Or what is the status of 


the claim to such knowledge? The controversies that such ques- 

tions involve present us with a pattern that recurs with respect to 
every disputed area of knowledge. 

“Mercy as such is good” and “Ingratitude as such is bad” are 
examples of distinctively moral, or ethical, sentences. It has been held 
that these sentences express something that we can know to be true; it 
has also been held that they do not. The controversy that concerns us 
here arises only after the following point has been agreed upon—namely, 
that if we start from the kind of empirical fact that we have been con- 
sidering up to now, we cannot construct either a good deductive argu- 
ment or a good inductive argument to support such statements as 
“Mercy as such is good” and “Ingratitude as such is bad.” Proceeding 
from this fact, let us contrast the positions of the moral “intuitionist” 
(or “dogmatist”) and the moral “sceptic” (or “agnostic” ). 

The “intuitionist” will reason in essentially the following way: 


one example 


(P) We have knowledge of certain ethical facts. 
(Q) Experience and reason do not yield such knowledge. 
> (R) There is an additional source of knowledge. 


The “sceptic,” finding no such additional source of knowledge, reasons 
with equal cogency in the following way: 
(Not-R) There is no source of knowledge other than experience and 


reason. í 
Experience and reason do not yield any knowledge of 


(Q) p 
ethical facts. : 
> (Not-P) We do not have knowledge of any ethical facts. 


The intuitionist and the sceptic agree with respect to the second prem- 
ise, which states that reason and experience do not yield any knowledge 
of ethical facts. The intuitionist, however, takes as his first premise the 
contradictory of the sceptic’s conclusion; and the sceptic takes as his 
first premise the contradictory of the intuitionist’s conclusion. We 
could say, therefore, that the sceptic begins with a philosophical gen- 
eralization (“There is no source of knowledge other than experience 
and reason”) and concludes by denying, with respect to a certain type 
of fact, or alleged fact, that we have knowledge of that type of fact, 
The intuitionist, on the other hand, begins by saying that we do have 
knowledge of the type of fact in question and he concludes by denying 
the sceptic’s philosophical generalization. How is one to choose between 


the two approaches? 
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~The logic of the two arguments reminds us that there is stil an- 
other possibility. For if P and Q imply R, then not only do Not-R and 
Q imply Not-P, but also Not-R and P imply Not-Q. Hence, one could 
also argue in this way: 


(Not-R) There is no source of knowledge other than experience and 
reason. 
(P) We have knowledge of certain ethical facts, 
b (Not-Q) Experience and reason yield knowledge of ethical facts. 


The first premise of this new argument is rejected by the intuitionist 
and accepted by the sceptic; the second premise is rejected by the 


by both the intuitionist and the sceptic. 

With this third type of argument, one might be said to reject the 
faculty that is claimed by the intuitionist and yet to accept the intui- 
tionist’s claim to knowledge; in so doing, one is led to reject the assess- 
ment of experience and reason common to the intuitionist and the 
sceptic. This is the only possible procedure for one who believes that 
we do have knowledge of ethical facts and that we do not have a special 
faculty of moral intuition. 

_ But any such procedure leaves us with a Kantian question: In 
view of the nature of experience and reason, how is such ethical knowl- 
edge possible? If we cannot derive the propositions of ethics by apply- 
ing deduction or induction to the kinds of empirical propositions that 
e in which experience 


: “yield” our ethical knowledge? There 
are, I believe, only two Possible answers, 


One of these may be called “reductive, 
lem “reductively,” we attempt to show 
express our ethical knowledge (“Mercy 
tude as such is bad”) can be translated 
sentences that more obviously express the 
haps we will say that “Mercy as such is good” 
as “I approve of mercy,” or “Most of the peop 


t least to express 


considerably more than is expressed by any of their ostensible empirical 


translations, 


‘Knowledge 


of external 
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enable us to know certain truths of ethics. Or to use gur earlier expres- 
sion, we will say that the truths of ethics are “known through” certain 
facts of experience. ‘The latter will then be said,to be signs, or criteria, 
of the ethical truths. The evil of ingratitude, for example, does not lie 
in the fact that I happen to detest it; but the fact that I happen to 
detest it, or at least the fact that I happen to detest it under certain 
e identified, serves to make known to me the fact 
that is evil. My own feeling is a sign of 
the evil nature of ingratitude, and so it could be said to confer evidence 
upon the statement that ingratitude is evil. This point of view is typical 
” in the Austrian tradition, where our feeling for what 
is said to be something we know by means 
’ as well as that which makes known to us 


conditions that can b 
that ingratitude is something 


of “yalue-theory’ 
is valuable, das Wertgefiihle, 
of our “inner consciousness,” 


what is valuable and what is not. ear 
“Critical cognitivism” will hardly be acceptable to the intuitionist 


or the sceptic, but there are two points to be made in its favor, the first 
being that it is a consequence of premises, each of which, when taken 
separately, seems to be acceptable, if not reasonable. For the critical 
cognitivist may well say: “We do know that mercy is good and that 
ingratitude is ‘bad. The sentences in which such truths are expressed 
are not inductive or deductive consequences of sentences expressing our 
perceptions, our memories of our perceptions, or our own psychological 
states; nor can they be translated or paraphrased into such sentences. 
Yet we have no moral intuitions; experience and reason are our only 
sources of knowledge. Hence, there must be some empirical truths 
which serve to make known the facts of ethics. And these truths can 
only be those that pertain to our feclings for what is good and what is 


evil.” = actos 
There is a second point that the “critical cognitivist” may make. 
alogue of his critical cognitivism is the 


He may remind us that the ani A 
most reasonable approach to another, less controversial, area of knowl- 
edge. He will be referring to our knowledge of external, physical things 


—for example, to our knowledge, on a particular occasion, that a cat is 
on the roof. 


; 2 directly evident premises—premises ex- 

We have seen that from dire re hi a P re 

pressing our “self-awareness —neither induction nor deduction 
“A cat is on the roof.” There are at least 


things” as will yield the conclusion © € l 
another four different ways in which we might react to this fact. (1) The 
example “intuitionist” will conclude that we have still another source of 


mely, that we know external things not through our 
” but by means of some other type of experience. 
be found. (2) The “sceptic” will infer that 


knowledge, na 
“self-presenting states,’ 
But no such experience is to 
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we cannot know, on any occasion, that a cat is on the roof. But we kuow 
that he is mistaken. (3) The “reductionist” will infer that “A cat is onl 
the roof” can be translated or paraphrased into sentences expressing one’s 
self-awareness—more particularly, into sentences about the ways in 
which one is appeared to. To see the implausibility of the reductivist 
point of view, we have only to ask ourselves what appearance sentences 
—what sentences of the form “I am appeared to in such and such a 


ng that one perceives” will confer evi- 
dence, or confer reasonableness, upon Propositions about external 
things; and they will tell us under what conditions that state we have 
called “thinking that one remembers” will confer reasonableness, or 
confer acceptability, upon propositions about the past.5 


“Other Another version of the problem o 
minds” knowledge of “other minds,’ 
about the thoughts, feelings, a 

be able to say, for example, “I kn 
horse” or “I know that he is feelin, 


Wledge by teference, in part, to our 
cts which we take to manifest or express 
“I can see it in his eyes and in 
and I can hear it in the sound 


: ing in the way of “phenomenalism (the technica 
term for this type of reductionism) may be traced to Perceptual relativity—to the 
fact that the ways in which a thing will appear depend not only upon the properties 
of the thing, but also upon the conditi cad eas ! 


physical fact (say, a 
fact—the state of the medium an 


hilosephing 830), 164-83, 319-31; and 
: vosophical Study Ithaca: Comell Universi 

Press, 1957), pp. 189-97. The three articles cited are ne in Perceiving, Sens- 
ing, and Knowing, ed. Robert J. Swartz (Garden City: Doubleday & Company, 
5 See principles B, C, D, and E, Concerning ‘ 


“reasonableness,” in the preceding 
chapter. 
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of his voice”); or we may even justify them by reference to our own 
feeling of Verstehen, or “intuitive understanding” (“. . . we know a 
creature’s angry by the way we have felt when „e have acted rather as 
he is acting.” ) € The philosopher may then ask: What justification is 
there for believing that if a man looks and acts in such and such a way 
or if he leaves me with such and such a feeling then he is either thinking 
about a horse or he is feeling somewhat depressed? 

It is common to suppose that such knowledge is yielded by the 
traditional “sources” listed above. We know about the thoughts and 
feelings of other people, it is supposed, in virtue of the knowledge that 
is yielded by (1) our perception of external things, and in particular, 
our perception of our own bodies and of the bodies of other people, 
(2) our immediate awareness of our own thoughts and feelings, (3) our 
memories of things we come to know by means of such perceptions and 
states of awareness, and (4) the application of “reason” to the things 
that we know in these various ways. But how, precisely, can this mate- 
rial be made to yield any knowledge of the thoughts and feelings of 
other people? 

One may be tempted to answer this question by appealing to an 
enumerative induction. “More often than not, when a man makes a 
gesture of such and such a sort, he is feeling depressed; this man is now 
making a gesture of that sort; therefore, in all probability, he is de- 
pressed.” Or, “More often than not, when Jones rides by those fields he 
is reminded of the horse that he once owned; he is riding by them now 
and has a look of fond recollection in his eye; therefore, in all probabil- 
ity, he is thinking about his horse again.” But this type of answer ob- 
viously does not solve our philosophical problem. For the instances to 
which we appeal when we make our induction (“He made this gesture 
yesterday when he was depressed” or “The last time he was here he 
thought about a horse”) presuppose the general type of knowledge- 
claim swe are now trying to justify (“What is your justification for 
thinking you know that he was depressed yesterday?” or “What is your 


justification for thinking you know that he was thinking about a horse 


that day?”) ; 
If we are not to presuppose the type of knowledge-claim that we 


are trying to justify, then our argument must be an instance of “hypo- 
thetical induction.” The “hypothesis” that Jones is now depressed, or 
that he is thinking about a horse, will be put forward as the most likely 
explanation of certain other things we know—presumably, certain facts 
about Jones’s present behavior and demeanor. But in order to construct 
an inductive argument in which the hypothesis that Jones is depressed, 


6 The second quotation is from John Wisdom, Other Minds (Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1952), p- 194. 
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or that he is thinking about a horse, is thus to be confirmed, we niust 
have access to a premise telling us what some of the consequences of 
Jones's depression, or some of the consequences of his thinking about 


an argument from analogy, (Those who argue that there is life on 
Venus appeal to the “Positive analogy” between Venus and the earth 
—the Properties the two planets have in common. Those who argue 
i “negative analogy” —the 
respects in which the two planets differ.) Thus, we might argue: “Jones 
cteristics in common; usually, 


» I will speak in such and such a tone of 
voice; therefore, in all probability, if Jo 


speak in that tone of voice; he is speaking 


m common; most of the time, w en I think about a horse, I will say 


‘Are you thinking about a horse?’ 
therefore, in al] Probability, Jones's thinking about a horse would pre- 
dispose him to Say ‘Yes’ j 


es’ if he were stimulated by the words ‘Are you 
thinking about a horse?’ and Jones, having been stimulated by those 


weak. But we are supposing it is 
an analogica] argument that we can justify one 
uction we now proceed to make 
epressed, he wil] speak in such and 
is thinking about a horse he will say 

seine 2 inking about a horse?’ ”). Our hypo- 
thetical induction, in turn, will yield “Jones is depressed now” or “Jones 
is thinking about a horse” as being the most likely diagnosis of Jones’s 
present behavior and demeanor, g 


However, if this procedure is the best that we have, then there is 
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very little, if anything, that we can be said to know about the states of 
mind of other people. 

And this fact leads us, once again, to the, Characteristic argument 
of the “intuitionist.” Perception, memory, and “self-awareness,” he will 
tell us, do not suffice to justify what it is that we claim to know about 
the states of mind of other people, for no deductive or inductive argu- 
ment based upon the data of perception, memory, and “self-awareness” 
will warrant any claim to such knowledge; hence, there must be another 
source—possibly the Verstehen, or “intuitive understanding,” of Ger- 
man philosophy and psychology.” The intuitionist’s point would not be 
merely that in Verstehen, or intuitive understanding, we have a fruitful 
source of hypotheses about the mental states of other people (presum- 
ably there is no one who doubts the practical utility of this faculty); 
the intuitionist’s point would pertain to justification. Thus, he might 
hold, for example, that the fact that a statement expresses one’s Ver- 


stehen will confer reasonableness upon that statement. 
The “intuitionist,” then, will reason as he did in moral philosophy: 


(Q) We have knowledge of the states of mind of other people 
= (for example, I know that Jones is thinking about a horse). 
(R) Such knowledge is not yielded by perception, memory, or 


“self-awareness.” 
(P) Therefore, there is still another source of knowledge. 
The three statements constituting this argument also yield the “scep- 
tical” argument of the philosophical behaviorist: 
There is no source of knowledge other than perception, 


(Not-R) le 
memory, and “self-awareness. , 
(Q) Knowledge of the states of mind of other people is not 
= yielded by perception, memory, or “self-awareness.” 
> (Not-P) We do not have knowledge of the states of mind of other 


people.§ 

on Verstehen as a source of knowledge may be traced to Wil- 

itung in die Geisteswissenschaften (Leipzig: Tuebner, 1883), 

f Max Scheler; see Ali Tauk, “Scheler’s Theory of Inter- 

‘ectivity.” Phil hy and Phenomenological esearch, II (1942), 323-41, 

ee ie ance, the Ways of Behaviorism (New York: W. W. Norton & 

G@ompany: Ine 1928), pp. 3, 7: “The behaviorist has nothing to say of ‘conscious- 
|) nese x ism is a natural science. He has neither seen, smelled, 


ness.’ How can he? Behaviori i a ; n 
nor tasted consciousness nor found it taking part in any human reactions. How 


can he talk about it until he finds it in his path. . . . Behaviorism’s challenge to 
s: ‘You say there is such a thing as consciousness, that 


introspective psychology wa K 
consciousness goes on in you—then prove it. You say that you have sensations, 
perceptions, and images—then demonstrate them as other sciences demonstrate 


their facts.” The consistent behaviorist, of course, would also attempt to avoid the 


facts of “self-awareness.” 


7 The emphasis up 
helm Dilthey’s Einle 
and tothe writings o! 
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As iñ the dispute about moral philosophy, the intuitionist and ‘the 
sceptic agree with respect to the second premise; the intuitionist takes 
as his first premise the contradictory of the sceptic’s conclusion; and the 
sceptic takes as his first premise the contradictory of the intuitionist’s 
conclusion, There is one more possibility: 


(Not-R) There is no source of knowledge other than perception, 
memory, and “self-awareness,” 
(P) We have knowledge of the states of mind of other people 
(for example, I know that Jones is thinking about a horse). 
> (Not-Q) Perception, memory, and “self-awareness” yield this knowl- 
edge. 


Once again, we are Presented with the question “How do perception, 
memory, and inner consciousness yield this knowledge?” and as before, 
we may choose between two answers. 

The “reductivist” will tell us that sentences ostensibly concerning 
the thoughts and feelings of other people (“Jones is thinking about a 
horse”) can be translated or paraphrased into sentences about the 
bodies of these people. But “reductivism” js no more plausible here 
than it was in the other cases. To see that this is so, we have only to 
ask ourselves: What sentences about Jones’ 


According to Thomas Reid’s version of critical ,cognitivism, “cer. 
tain features of the countenance, sounds of the voice, and gestures of 
the body, indicate certain thoughts and dispositions of mind,” Reid’s 
view is, in part, a view about the genesis of our knowledge (he refers, 
for example, to the way in which children acquire their beliefs), But it 
is also a theory of evidence—an account of what it is that confers evi- 
dence upon statements about other minds—and as such, it is worth 


“When we see the sign, and see the thing signified alw 
with it, experience may be the instructor, and teach us how that sign 
is to be interpreted. But how shall experience instruct us when we see 
the sign only, when the thing signified is invisible? Now, this is the 
case here: the thoughts and Passions of the mind, as well 


ays conjoined 


as the mind 
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itself, are invisible, and therefore their connection avith any sensible 
sign cannot be first discovered by experience; there must be some earlier 
source of this knowledge. Nature seems to have given to men a faculty 
or sense, by which this connection is perceived. And the operation of 
this sense is very analogous to that of the external senses. 

“When I grasp an ivory ball in my hand, I feel a certain sensation 
of touch. In the sensation there is nothing external, nothing corporeal. 
The sensation is neither round nor hard; it is an act of feeling of mind, 
from which I cannot by reasoning, infer the existence of any body. 
But, by the constitution of my nature, the sensation carries along with 
it the conception and belief of a round hard body really existing in my 

I see the features of an expressive face, I 


hand. In like manner, when 
see only figure and colour variously modified. But by the constitution 


of my nature, the visible object brings along with it the conception and 
belief of a certain passion or sentiment in the mind of the person. 
“In the former case, a sensation of touch is the sign, and the hard- 
ness and roundness of the body I grasp is signified by that sensation. 
In the latter case, the features of the person is the sign, and the passion 


or sentiment is signified by it.” ° 


A final Knowledge, or ostensible knowledge, of God and of what some 
example take to be theological truths, provides us with a final illustra- 
tion of the problem of the criterion. Perhaps we are now in a 
position to understand the type of impasse to which the various possible 
points of view give rise; therefore, perhaps we can express these points 

of view much more simply than any of their proponents can. 
The “dogmatist” or “intuitionist” will argue that (P) we do have 
knowledge of the existence of God and of other theological facts; but 
(Q) this knowledge is not yielded, or significantly confirmed by, any- 
thing that is yielded by reason or experience; hence, (R) there is a 
source of knowledge in ‘addition to reason and experience. ‘Thus, Hugh 
of St. Victor held, in the twelfth century, that in addition to the oculis 
carnis? by means of which we know the physical world, and the oculis 
rationis, by means of which we know our own states of mind, there is 
also an oculis contemplationis, by means of which we know the truth 


of religion.” 
Finding no such 


9 Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, Essay VI, Chap. 5, in The Works of 
Thomas Reid, pp. 449-50. Of the types of “sign” distinguished in the first two 
sentences of this passage, the stoics called the first “commemorative” and the 
second “indicative”; Sextus Empiricus, as a sceptic, held that there are no “indica- 
tive signs.” See Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians, Book II, Chap. 3, in Vol 
TI of Sextus Empiricus, The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard University 


Press, 1933), pp- 313-97. : , ; 
10 See Maurice De Wulf, History of Mediaeval Philosophy, 1 (London: Long. 


mans, Green & Company, Ltd., 1935), 214. 


contemplative eye, the “agnostic’—the religious 
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sceptic—argues that (Not-R) reason and experience are the only souices 
of knowledge; (Q) reason and experience do not supply any informa- 
tion, or significantly confirm any hypothesis, about the existence of God 
or about any other theological facts; hence, (Not-P) we have no knowl- 
edge about God. 

And the third possibility is to argue that (Not-R) there is no 
source of knowledge other than experience and reason; (P) we have 
knowledge of the existence of God and of certain other theological 
facts; hence, (Not-Q) experience and reason do supply us with informa- 
tion about the existence of God and about other theological facts. 

Before taking refuge in “reductionism” or “critical cognitivism,” 
the theist may explore the possibilities of using induction and deduc- 
tion in order to derive the truths in question from the deliverances of 
the oculis carnis and the oculis rationis. We will not try to evaluate the 
relative merits of (1) proving the existence of God from the facts of 
nature, (2) proving the existence of external things from the ways in 
which we are appeared to, and (3) proving the existence of other peo- 
ple’s states of mind from facts about their behavior. But many theists 
who are not sceptics have doubts about the traditional proofs, and for 
them, the alternatives are “reductionism” and “critical cognitivism.” 11 

“Reductionism” seems to be exemplified in contemporary Protes- 
tant theology. The cognitive content of such sentences as “God exists” 
is thought to be expressible in sentences about the thoughts, feclings, 
and behavior of religious people. To see the implausibility of reduction- 
ism, we have only to ask ourselves, as before: What sentences about the 
thoughts, feelings, and behavior of religious people can possibly express 
what it is that the religious man thinks he knows when he thinks he 
knows that God exists? 

Finally, “critical cognitivism” would be the view that what we 
know about God is “known through” certain other things in precisely 
the way in which the content of other types of knowledge are “known 
through” the directly evident, or known through what is itself known 
through the directly evident. Just what the facts are that may be said 
to confer reasonableness, or acceptability, upon the ostensible truths of 
religion would seem to be problematic. But given such facts, whether 
they pertain to sacred writings, the sayings of religious teachers, or one’s 
experience of “the holy,” the critical cognitivist may distinguish, as 
theologians do, between exegesis and hermeneutics, the former being an 
rose! of Just what these facts are, and the latter, an account of the 
Comte: ee which they may be said to confer evidence, 

> ptability. Our account of the directly evident in 


"CE. chaps. i TS oi 7 
tions of ibe nae Jein Hid, Philosophy of Religion, Prentice-Hall Founda- 
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Chapter 2 might similarly be said to be a matter of exegesis, and our 
account of the indirectly evident in Chapter 3, a matter of hermeneutics. 

It may not be surprising, then, that the general problem of the 
criterion has created impasses in almost every branch of knowledge. 
I am afraid that I can throw no further light upon the problem itself; 
but if we can appreciate its difficulties, perhaps we will better under- 
stand some of the controversies that are involved in the topic of our 
next chapter—that type of knowledge that is said to be a priori. For 
there, too, philosophers are divided with respect to basic “criteriological” 


issues. 


THE TRUTHS OF REASON 


view of fact. The truths of reasoning are necessary, and their opposite is 


as and simpler truths until 


we reach those that are primary.” (Leibniz, Monadology 33] 
“Reason,” as we have noted, i i i 


with “experience” as a “source” of k 


certain instances, we can know that àd, 
hold necessarily, and what is more, 
reason a priori. 


As in the other spheres of knowledge we have just considered, 
there is also the possibility of scepticism—in the present case, scepticism 
with respect to the truths of a 
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p metaphysics attempt to “reduce” the truths of reason to other, less 
objectionable truths; but these attempts at reduction seem to be no 
more plausible than those considered earlier. |” 

Let us begin by attempting to sketch the metaphysical interpreta- 
tion of these truths. 


Inclusion and Some properties (for example, that of being a horse, or being 
equine) are exemplified in several different individual things (for 
there are many different horses); other properties (for example, that 

of being perfectly round) are not exemplified in any individual thing; 

still other properties (for example, that of being the fastest runner) 
are exemplified in only one individual thing. 

The relation of entailment or inclusion among properties is ex- 
emplified by these facts: The property of being square- includes that of 
being rectangular, and that of being red includes that of being colored. 
The relation of exclusion is exemplified by these facts: The property of 
being square excludes that of being circular, and that of being red ex- 
cludes that of being blue. To say that one property excludes another, 
therefore, is to say more than that the one fails to include the other. 
Being red fails to include being heavy, but it does not exclude being 
heavy; if it excluded being heavy, as it excludes being blue, then noth- 
ing could be both red and heavy.’ 

There are also compound properties—for example, that of being 
either red or blue, that of being both red and warm, that of being non- 
red, and that of being red-if-colored. Relations of inclusion and ex- 
clusion involving such properties may be illustrated in obvious ways: 
Being both red and square includes being red and excludes being cir- 
cular; being both red and warm-if-red includes being warm; being both 
nonwarm and warm-if-red excludes being red. 

Relations, on this view, may be thought of as being a kind of 
property. Among the properties of Socrates is that of being older than 
Plato, and hence, also that of being older than someone, as well as that 
of being older than anything that Plato is older than. Relations, like 
other properties, may be thought of as being themselves related by in- 
clusion and exclusion. For example, bearing warmer-than to any par- 
ticular thing x includes, and is included by, being borne cooler-than to 
by x; it also includes bearing warmer-than to whatever x bears warmer- 
than to, and it excludes being borne warmer-than to by x. 

There are also certain more general truths about the relations of 
d exclusion. For example, every property F and every prop- 


1 “Being red excludes being blue” should not be taken to rule out the possibility 
of a thing being red in one part and blue in another; it tells us only that being red 
in one part at one time excludes being blue in exactly that same part at exactly that 


same time. 


exclusion 


inclusion ani 
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erty G is such that F’s excluding G includes G’s excluding F; F’s ox- 
cluding G includes F’s including not-G; F excludes non-F, and in- 
cludes F-or-G. 

States of affairs (or to use a different terminology, possible states 
of affairs) are analogous to properties. Where a property may be ex- 
emplified in several different things, a state of affairs (for example, Socra- 
tes being in Athens) is exemplified in several different concrete events; 
other states of affairs (for example, Socrates being in Rome) are not 
exemplified in any concrete event. Still other states of affairs (for ex- 


ample, Socrates dying in 399 ».c.) are exemplified in only one concrete 
event.? 


state of affairs, composed of (1) Socrates 
(2) Socrates receiving inspiration being a suf- 
ilosopher, includes (3) 


a atter “ 
of truth with which the truths of 


ng to the present doctrine, when one 
senten to imply another, then the state of 
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When it is said that these truths of reason ave known (or are 
capable of being known) “a priori,” part of what is meant is that 
if they are known they are not known “a posteriori.” A single ex- 
ample may suggest what is intended when it is said that these 
truths are not known a posteriori. 

Corresponding to “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue,” 
which is a truth about properties, the following general statement is a 
truth about individual things: “Necessarily, every individual thing, 
past, present, or future, is such that if it is red then it is not blue.” If 
the latter truth were known a posteriori, then it would be justified by 
some induction or inductions; our evidence presumably would consist 
in the fact that a great variety of red things and a great variety of non- 
blue things have been observed in the past, and that up to now, no red 
things have been blue, We might thus inductively confirm “Every in- 


dividual thing, past, present, or future, is such that if it isxted. then dt 


ig not blue”; we might then proceed to the further conclusion, “Necar: 
sarily, being red excludes being blue,” and finally, to “Necessarily, evely 


individual thing, past, present, or future, is such that if it is red then it 
is not blue.” 

Thus, there might be said to be three steps involved in an inductive 
justification of “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue”: (1) the 
accumulation of instances—“This red thing is not blue,” “That blue 
thing is not red,” and so on—along with the summary statement “No 
red thing observed up to now has been blue”; (2) the inductive inference 
from these data to “Every individual thing, past, present, and future, is 
such that if it is red then it is not blue”; (3) the step from this inductive 
conclusion to “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue,” and then 
ily, every individual thing, past, present, or future, is such 
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erty G is such that F’s excluding G includes G’s excluding F; F's əx- 
cluding G includes F's including not-G; F excludes non-F, and in- 
cludes F-or-G. 

States of affairs (or to use a different terminology, possible states 
of affairs) are analogous to properties. Where a property may be ex- 
emplified in several different things, a state of affairs (for example, Socra- 
tes being in Athens) is exemplified in several different concrete events; 
other states of affairs (for example, Socrates being in Rome) are not 
exemplified in any concrete event. Still other states of affairs (for ex- 
ample, Socrates dying in 399 B.C.) are exemplified in only one concrete 
event.? 

States of affairs, like properties, are related by inclusion and ex- 
clusion; for example, some men being Greeks includes, and is included 
by, some Greeks being men, and excludes no Greeks being men. States 
of affairs, like properties, may be compound; for example, some men 
being Greek and Plato being Roman; Socrates receiving inspiration be- 
ing a sufficient condition for Socrates becoming a philosopher, Examples 
of relations of inclusion and exclusion involving compound states of 
affairs are: the conjunctive state of affairs, composed of (1) Socrates 
receiving inspiration and (2) Socrates receiving inspiration being a suf- 
ficient condition for Socrates becoming a philosopher, includes (3) 
Socrates becoming a philosopher; and the conjunctive state of affairs, 
composed of (1) Socrates not becoming a philosopher and (2) Socrates 
receiving inspiration being a sufficient condition for Socrates becoming 
a philosopher, excludes (3) Socrates receiving inspiration, These two 
examples are instances of more general truths: For every state of affairs, 
p and q, the conjunctive state of affairs, composed of p and of p being 
a sufficient condition of q, includes q; and the conjunctive state of 
affairs, composed of not-g and of p being a sufficient condition of q, 
excludes p. These latter “truths of reason” are thus said to be the kind 
of truth with which the logic of propositions is concesned. 

And more generally, according to the present doctrine, when one 
sentence can be said necessarily to imply another, then the state of 
affairs intended by the one sentence includes the state of affairs intended 
by the other. 


i e mo aly uniform terminology for expressing this distinction. Where 
u Ave (auch (possi e) state of affairs” and “concrete events,” others have said: 
eternal object” and occasion’? (Whitehead); “states of affairs” and “space-time 
slabs of reality (Lewis); and “generic propositions” and “individual propositions” 
(von Wright). Cf. A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1930), pp. 32:39;'C. 1. Lewis An Analysis of Knowledge 
and Valuation (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court Publishing Co 1946) 52-55; and 
G. H. von Wright, Norm and Action (London: Routledge & Keon Paul, Ltd., 
1963), pp. 23-25. And where I said “Properties,” others have said “attributes,” 
“essences,” “meanings,” “universals,” or “intensions.” 
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Knowledge When it is said that these truths of reason ate known (or are 
of necessity capable of being known) “a priori,” part of what is meant is that 
is nota if they are known they are not known “Aa, posteriori.” A single ex- 


ample may suggest what is intended when it is said that these 

truths are not known a posteriori. 

Corresponding to “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue,” 
which is a truth about properties, the following general statement is a 
truth about individual things: “Necessarily, every individual thing, 
past, present, or future, is such that if it is red then it is not blue.” If 
the latter truth were known a posteriori, then it would be justified by 
some induction or inductions; our evidence presumably would consist 
in the fact that a great variety of red things and a great variety of non- 
blue things have been observed in the past, and that up to now, no red 
things have been blue. We might thus inductively confirm “Every in- 
dividual thing, past, present, or future, is such that if it is red then it 
is not blue”; we might then proceed to the further conclusion, “Neces- 
sarily, being red excludes being blue,” and finally, to “Necessarily, every 
individual thing, past, present, or future, is such that if it is red then it 
is not blue.” 

Thus, there might be said to be three steps involved in an inductive 
justification of “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue”: (1) the 
accumulation of instances—“This red thing is not blue,” “That blue 
thing is not red,” and so on—along with the summary statement “No 
red thing observed up to now has been blue”; (2) the inductive inference 
from these data to “Every individual thing, past, present, and future, is 
such that if it is red then it is not blue”; (3) the step from this inductive 
conclusion to “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue,” and then 
to “Necessarily, every individual thing, past, present, or future, is such 


that if it is red then it is not blue.” 
Why not say that such “truths of reason” are thus known a pos- 


posteriori 


terior? 
For one thing, some of these truths pertain to properties that have 
never been exemplified. If we take “square,” “rectangular,” and “cir- 
cular” in the precise way in which these words are usually interpreted in 
geometry, we must say that nothing is square, rectangular, or circular; 
things in nature, as Plato said, “fall short” of having such properties.* 
Hence, to justify “Necessarily, being square includes being rectangular 
and excludes being circular,” we cannot even take the first of the three 
steps illustrated above; there being no squares, we cannot collect in- 
stances of squares that are rectangles and squares that are not circles. 

For another thing, application of induction would seem to presup- 


pose a knowledge of the “truths of reason.” In setting out to confirm an 


3 Phaedo, 75a. 
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of truths of reason—such truths as may be suggested by “For every state 
of affairs, p and q, the conjunctive state of affairs, composed of p and 
of either not-p or q, includes q,” and “AN A’s being B excludes some 
A’s not being B.” Hence, even if we are able to justify some of the 
“truths of reason” by inductive proced $ 
» and we will be left with some “truths of reason 

which we have not Justified by means of j i 
And finally, the last of the three steps described above—the step 
from the inductive generalization “Every individual thing, past, present, 
i it is not blue” to “Necessarily, 
elf a matter of induction, This 
other inductive generalizations 
© not warrant a comparable step, Perhaps we are 
justified in Saying, for example, “Every individual thing, past, present, 
and future, is such that if it is human then it does not live to be 200 
years old” and “Every individual thing, past, present, and future, is 
‘Dionne’ then it is not male.” But 
st conclusions “Necessarily, being 
and “Necessarily, being a quin- 
y male.” Hence, the fact that we 
have justified the inductive generalization involved in the second of our 
: i ufficient to justify the necessary truth in- 
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past, the Possible with the real. To leam a proposition by experience, and to see 
it to be necessarily true, are two altogether different Processes of thought. . . . If 
anyone does not clearly comprehend this distinction “o necessary and contingent 
truths, he will not be able to go along with us in our Tesearches TA the foundations 
of human knowledge; nor indeed, to i 
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> in a sentence prefixed by the model operator “necessarily,” or “it is 
necessary that”—then our knowledge is not a posteriori. 
e 


Here, as elsewhere, the “sceptic” and the “intuitionist” may appeal 

to the same fact. Affirming that ordinary empirical procedures yield 

no knowledge of necessary truths, the “sceptic” will conclude that 
there is no such knowledge and the “intuitionist,” that such knowledge 
is intuitive. The “intuitionist’s” case, for whatever it may be worth, is 
somewhat better here than it is in some of the other controversial areas 
of knowledge to which we have referred. For in some of those other 
areas, the “intuition” to which he wants to appeal seems simply not to 
be found. But in the present area, the experience to which he refers is 
a familiar one—whether or not that experience yields the knowledge 
that he thinks it does. In support of this contention only—that the ex- 
perience to which the intuitionist refers is a familiar one—let us try to 
locate and identify the experience that he calls “intuitive.” The best way 
to do this, I believe, is to follow the traditional account. 

“Contemplation of essences,” a phrase that is frequently used in 
this connection, is misleading, for it suggests Plato’s doctrine that in 
order to acquire a knowledge of necessity, we should tum away from 
“the twilight of becoming and perishing” and contemplate the world 
of “the absolute and eternal and immutable.” 7 According to Aristotle, 
however, and to subsequent philosophers in the tradition with which 
we are here concerned, one way of obtaining the requisite intuition is to 
consider the particular, perishable things of this world. 

As a result of perceiving a particular blue thing, or a number of 
particular blue things, we may come to know what it is for a thing to 
be blue, and thus, we may be said to know what the property of being 
blue is. And as a result of perceiving a particular red thing, or a number 
of particular red things, we may come to know what it is for a thing to 
be red, and thus, to know what the property of being red is. Then, 
having this knowledge of what it is to be red and of what it is to be 
blue, we are able to see that being red excludes being blue, and that 
this i3 necessarily so. 

Thus, Aristotle tells us that as a result of perceiving Callias and a 
number of other particular men, we come to see what it is for a thing 
to have the property of being human. And then, by considering the 
property of being human, we come to see that being human includes 
being animal, and that this is necessarily so.* 

The following stages seem to be present in both of these examples: 
(1) the perception of the individual things—in the one case, the per- 


A priori 
knowledge 


7 The Republic, 479-508. 
8 Posterior Analytics, 100a-100b. 
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ception of the particular red things and blue things, and in the other, 
the perception of Callias and the other particular men; (2) a process of 
abstraction—we come to sce what it is for a thing to be red and for a 
thing to be blue, and we come to see what it is for a thing to be a man; 
(3) the intuitive apprehension of certain relations holding between 
properties—in the one case, apprehension of the fact that being red ex: 
cludes being blue, and in the other, apprehension of the fact that being 
rational and animal includes being animal; and (4) this intuitive 
knowledge justifies a universal generalization about particular things— 
“Necessarily, everything is such that if it is red then it is not blue” 
and “Necessarily, everything is such that if it is human then it is 
animal.” 

Aristotle called this process “induction.” But since it differs in 
essential respects from what subsequently came to be known as “ 
duction,” some other term, say, 
leading.® 


in- 
“intuitive induction,” may be less mis- 


If we have performed an “intuitive induction” 
scribed, then we may say that the proposition concerning the relation 
between properties (“Necessarily, being red excludes being blue”) justi- 
fies the universal generalization about particular things (“Necessarily, 
everything is such that if it is red then it is not blue”). And we can 
say, therefore, that the universal generalization, as well as the proposi- 
tion about properties, is known a priori. The order of justification 
thus differs from that of the enumerative induction considered earlier, 
where one attempts to justify the statement about Properties by refer- 
ence to a generalization about particular things. 

There is a superficial resemblance between “intuitive induction” 
and “induction by simple enumeration,” since in each case, we start 
with particular instances and then Proceed beyond them. Thus, when 
we make an induction by enumeration, we may proceed from “This 
A is B,” “That A is B,” and so on, to “In all probability, all A’s are 
B’s,” or to “In all probability, the next A is B.” But in an induction by 
enumeration, the function of the particular instances..is to justify the 
conclusion. If we find subsequently that our perceptions of the particular 
instances were unveridical, say, that the things we took to be A’s were 
not A’s at all, then the inductive argument would lose whatever force 
it may have had. In an “intuitive induction,” however, the particular 


in the manner de- 


° This term was proposed by W. E. Johnson, Logic (London: Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 1921), Part II, pp. 191ff. Aristotle uses the term “induction” in the 
passages cited in the Posterior Analytics; cf. The Nicomachean Ethics, Book VI, 
Chap. 3, 1139b. 
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perceptions are only incidental to the conclusion. This may be seen in 
the following way. 

Let us suppose that the knowledge expressed by the two sentences 
“Necessarily, being red excludes being blue” and “Necessarily, being 
human includes being animal” is arrived at by intuitive induction; and 
let us suppose further that in each case, the process began with the 
perception of certain particular things. Neither conclusion depends for 
its justification upon the particular perceptions which led to the knowl- 
edge concerned. As Duns Scotus put it, the perception of the particular 
things is only the “occasion” of acquiring the knowledge. If we happen 
to find our perception was unveridical, this finding will have no bearing 
upon the result. “If the senses from which these terms were received 
were all false, or what is more deceptive, if some were false and others 
true, I still maintain that the intellect would not be deceived about such 
principles. . . .” 1° If what we take to be Callias is not a man at all, but 
only a clever imitation of a man, then, if the imitation is clever enough, 
our deceptive experience will still be an occasion for contemplating the 
property of being human—the property of being both rational and 
animal—and thus, for coming to know that being human includes being 
animal. 
It may be, indeed, that to perform an intuitive induction—i.e., to 
“abstract” a certain property, contemplate it, and then see what it in- 
cludes and excludes—we need only to think of some individual thing 
as having that property. By thinking about a blue thing and a red thing, 
for example, we may come to see that being blue excludes being red. 
Thus, Ernst Mach spoke of “experiments in the imagination.” * And 
E. Husserl, whose language may have been needlessly Platonic, said, 
“The Eidos, the pure essence, can be exemplified intuitively in the data 
of experience, data of perception, memory, and so forth, but just as 


readily also in the mere data of fancy. . - ae , 
One could go on to say that “intuitive induction” enables us to 


know those truths about states of affairs which, according to the view 
we are trying to set forth, comprise the subject matter of logic. As a 


ed. and trans. Allan Wolter (New York: Thomas 
Nelson & Sons, 1962), P- 109 (the Nelson philosophical texts); cf. p. 103. Cf. 
Leibniz: “It is also well to observe that if I should discover any demonstrative 
truth, mathematical or other, while dreaming (as might in fact be), it would be 
just as certain as if I had been awake. This shows us how intelligible truth is inde- 
pendent of the truth or of the existence outside of us of sensible and material 
things.” The Philosophical Works of Leibniz, ed. G. M. Duncan (New Haven: 
The Tittle, Morehouse & Taylor Co., 1908), p. 161. 2 

11 Erkenntnis und Irrtum (Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1905), p. 180ff. 

12 Ideas: General Introduction to Phenomenology (New York: The Macmillan 


Company, 1931), p- 57. 


10 Philosophical Writings, 
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result*of our perception, possibly unveridical, of some actual event, ‘we 
come to consider a certain state of affairs which this event (we believe) 
happens to’ exemplify; by contemplating this state of affairs (say, the 
sun being in the sky and people standing in the road) we come to see 
that it excludes a certain other state of affairs (that disjunctive state of 
affairs which is either the sun not being in the sky or there being no 
people in the road). By contemplating this general state of affairs, we 
arrive at the intuitive knowledge of an even more general truth—the 
one that the logician might put by saying, “For any propositions p and 
q, the conjunction of p and q is true if, and only if, the disjunction of 
not-p and not-q is false.” 

But some of the truths of reason are said to be known “by demon- 
stration” and not “by intuition.” Thus, Locke tells us that we acquire 
“demonstrative knowledge” in the following situation: We have in- 
tuitive knowledge that a certain state of affairs A obtains; we also have 


y proofs, the memory 
” Therefore, he said demonstrative 


r has intuitive or demonstrative knowledge 
that A includes a state of affairs B, then (provided he concludes that B 
obtains) he has demonstrative knowledge that B obtains. 


Rules for the Direction of the Mind 
certain conclusion step by step from a st 
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One alternative to this metaphysical account of our knowledge of 

and “psy- the truths of reason is scepticism: one may deny that we have 
chologism" such knowledge. 

As we have seen, the general reply to a scepticism that addresses 
itself to an entire area of knowledge can only be this: we do have the 
knowledge in question, and therefore, any philosophical theory imply- 
ing that we do not is false. This way of looking at the matter may seem 
especially plausible in the present instance. It is tempting to say of 
scepticism, with respect to the truths of reason, what Leonard Nelson 
said of it, with respect to the truths of mathematics. The advocate of 
such a scepticism, Nelson said, has invited us to “sacrifice the clearest 
and most lucid knowledge that we possess—indeed, the only knowledge 
that is clear and lucid per se. I prefer to strike the opposite course. If a 
philosophy, no matter how attractive or plausible or ingenious it may 
be, brings me into conflict with mathematics, I conclude that not 
mathematics but my philosophy is on the wrong track.” 14 There is 
certainly no better ground for scepticism with respect to our knowledge 
of the truths of reason than there is for scepticism with respect to our 
knowledge of physical things.1* But we should remind ourselves, at this 
point, of the general difficulties we encountered in trying to deal with 


the problem of the criterion. 
The “dialectic” will procee 


Scepticism 


d as before: We look for a “reductive” 


alternative to scepticism and intuitionism, one that will translate sen- 
tences expressing the truths in question into sentences referring to a less 
objectionable subject matter. Of the attempts at such reduction, the 
only ones worthy of consideration are, first, the view that came to be 
known in the nineteenth century as “psychologism,” and secondly, its 
contemporary counterpart, which we might call “Jinguisticism.” Much 
of what can be said in criticism of the one can also be said, mutatis 


mutandis, in criticism of the other. 
‘Theodore Lipps wrote, in 1880, that “logic is either the physics of 


thought or nothing at all” and he tried to show that the truths of logic 
are, in fact, truths about the ways in which people think.!® This is the 


i ic Method and Critical Philosophy (New Haven: Yale 


r understanding as a method of observa- 
body may be seen, so a concept 
may be understood or grasped.” Alonzo Church, “Abstract Entities in Semantic 
Analysis,” Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Vol. 80 


1951), 100-112; the quotation is on p. ’ , 
Oe der Erkenntnistheorie,” Philosophische Monatshefte, Vol. XVI, 


16 “Die Aufgabe t 4 
(1880); quoted by Husserl, in Logische Untersuchungen, Vol. I (Halle: Max 
In his Philosophie der Arithmetik (Leipzig: C. E. M. Pfeffer, 


Niemeyer, 1928). 9 iy metil 
1891), Husserl defended a version of “psychologism,” but he criticizes that view in 


the Logische Untersuchungen. 
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view that was called “psychologism” and it was applied generally to the 
subject matter of the truths of reason. 

A psychologistic interpretation of “Necessarily, being red excludes 
being blue” might be: “Everyone is so constituted psychologically that 
if he thinks of a thing as being red then he cannot help but think of it 
as not being blue.” And a psychologistic interpretation of the logical 
truth “For any propositions p and q, if p is true and p implies q, then q 
is true” might be: “Everyone is so constituted psychologically that if he 
believes that p is true, and if he believes that p implies g, then he can- 
not help but believe that q is true.” 

But obviously, these psychological sentences do not at all convey 
what is intended by the sentences they are supposed to translate. The 
psychological sentences are empirical generalizations about the ways in 
which people think, and as such, they can be supported only by ex- 
tensive psychological investigation. Thus, Gottlob Frege said, in con- 
nection with the Psychologistic interpretation of mathematics: “It 
would be strange if the most exact of all the sciences had to seek sup- 
port from psychology, which is still feeling its way none too surely.” "7 
And being empirical generalizations, the psychological sentences are 
probable at best and are : 


somewhere of one unreasonable individual—one man who believed that 


certain Proposition p is true and also that p implies q, and who yet re- 
fused to believe that q is true—would be sufficient to insure that the 


expressed by “Necessarily, being red excludes being blue” and “Neces- 


sarily, for any propositions p and q, if p is true and if p implies q, then q 
is true.” 


1 The Foundations of Arithmetic Oxford: i k 95 ; Frege's 
work was first published in 1884 Cr. Philip AD Phiceopny of Mr 
Be Allen & Unwin, 1918), p, 88; “The psycho- 
; out analogy with the surprising 
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people actually do think. But to see the hopelessness ofthis approach we 
have only to consider the possible ways of interpreting the sentence 
“The laws of logic are rules of thought.” 3 

(1) One interpretation would be: “The laws of logic are ethical 
truths pertaining to our duties and obligations with respect to think- 
ing.” In this case, the problem of our knowledge of the laws of logic is 
transferred to the (more difficult) problem of our knowledge of the 
truths (if any) of ethics. 

(2) “The laws of logic are imperatives commanding us to think in 
certain ways—and imperatives are neither true nor false.” This way of 
looking at the matter leaves us with the problem of distinguishing be- 
tween valid and invalid imperatives. For there is a distinction between 
“Do not believe, with respect to any particular thing, both that it is red 
and that it is blue” and “Do not believe, with respect to any particular 
thing, that that thing is either red or not red.” The former imperative, 
surely, is correct or valid, and the latter, incorrect or invalid. If we are 
not to fall back into scepticism, we must also say that the former is 
known to be valid and the latter is known to be invalid. Moreover, it is 
not possible to construe all of the statements of logic as imperatives. 
For the logician can also tell us nonimperatively such things as: If you 
believe that p, and if you believe that p implies q, and if you conform 
to the imperative, modus ponens, then you will also believe that q. This 
statement is a necessary truth. (A manual of chess, similarly, may give 
us certain rules in the form of imperatives: “Move the king only one 
square at a time.” And possibly these imperatives are neither valid nor 
invalid. But whether or not they are valid, the chess manual will also 
contain true indicative sentences—sentences which are not themselves 
imperatives but which tell us what will happen when, in accordance 
with the imperatives that the manual lays down, we move the pieces 
into various positions. “It is impossible, if white is in such and such a 
position, for black to win in less than seven moves.” And these state- 
ments are also necessary truths. ) 

(3) “The laws of logic tell us which ways of believing will lead to 
truth and which will lead to falsehood.” According to this interpretation, 
our two examples might be thought of as telling us respectively: “A 
necessary condition of avoiding false beliefs is to refrain from believing, 
with respect to any particular thing, both that that thing is red and also 
that it is blue” and “A necessary condition of avoiding false beliefs is 
to refrain from believing, at one and the same time, with respect to any 
propositions p and q, that p is true, that p implies q, and that q is false.” 
To see that this way of formulating psychologism leaves us with our 
problem, let us compare it with a similar psychologistic interpretation of 
some other subject matter, say, astronomy. We may say, if we like, 


82 The Truths of Reason 


that what the statement “There are nine planets” really tells us is that 
if we wish to avoid error with respect to the number of planets, it is 
essential to‘ refrain from believing that there are not nine planets; it also 
tells us that if we wish to arrive at the truth about the number of 
planets, it is essential to believe that there are nine planets. It is not 
likely that in so spinning out what is conveyed by “There are nine 
planets,” we can throw any light upon what the astronomer thinks he 
knows. In any case, our problem reappears when we compare our new 
versions of the statements of logic with those of the statements of 
astronomy. The former, but not the latter, can be prefixed by “It is 
necessary that,” and unless we give in to scepticism (which it was the 
point of psychologism to avoid) we must say that the result of such a 
prefixing is also a statement we can know to be true.18 


“Linguisti- A popular conception of the truths of reason at the present time is 
cism” the linguistic analogue of Psychologism. Versions of “linguisticism’ 
may be obtained merely by altering our exposition of psychologism. 
We may replace the references to ways in which people think by refer- 
ences to ways in which they use language, replace the references to what 
people believe by references to what they write or say, replace “avoiding 
false belief” by “avoiding absurdity,” and replace “rules of thought” by 
“rules of language.” The result could then be criticized substantially, 
mutatis mutandis, as before. 

Some of the versions of linguisticism, however, are less straight- 
forward. It is often said, for example, that the sentences formulating the 
truths of logic are “true in virtue of the rules of language” and hence, 
that they are “true in virtue of the way in which we use words.” What 
could this possibly mean? 

The two English sentences, “Being red excludes being blue” and 
“Being rational and animal includes being animal,” could plausibly be 
said to “owe their truth,” in part, to the way in which we use words. If 
we used “being blue” to refer to the property of being heavy, and not to 
that of being blue, then the first sentence (provided the other words 
in it had their present use) would be false instead of true. And if we 
used the word “and” to express the relation of disjunction instead of 
conjunction, then the second sentence (again, provided that the other 
words in it had their Present use) would also be false instead of true. 
But as W, v, Quine has reminded us, “even so factual a sentence as 
‘Brutus killed Caesar’ owes its truth not only to the killing but equally 

18 Cf. the Psychologism in Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen, 1, 


criticism of e 4 
154f., and Rudolf Camap, The Logical Foundations of Probability (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1950), pp. 37-42. 
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to our using the component words as we do.” 1° Had? “killed,” for ex- 
ample, been given the use that “was survived by” happens to have, then. 
pina ames being the same, “Brutus killed Caesar” would be false in- 

It might be suggested, therefore, that the truths of logic and other 
truths of reason stand in this peculiar relationship to language: they are 
true “solely in virtue of the rules of our language,” or “solely in virte of 
the ways in which we use words.” But if we take the phrase “solely in 
virtue of” in the way in which it would naturally be taken, then the sug- 
gestion is obviously false. j 

To say of a sentence that it is true solely in virtue of the ways in 
which we use words, or that it is true solely in virtue of the rules of our 
language, would be to say that the only condition that needs to obtain 
in order for the sentence to be true is that we use words in certain ways 
or that there be certain rules pertaining to the way in which words are 
to be used. But let us consider what conditions must obtain if the Eng- 
lish sentence “Being red excludes being blue” is to be true. One such 
condition is indicated by the following sentence which we may call “T”; 


The English sentence “Being blue excludes being red” is true if, and 
only if, being blue excludes being red. 


Clearly, the final part of T, the part following the second “if,” formu- 
lates a necessary condition for the truth of the English sentence “Being 
red excludes being blue”; but it refers to a relationship among properties 
and not to rules of language or ways in which we use words (To sup- 
pose otherwise would be to make the mistake, once again, of confusing 
use and mention of language). Hence, we cannot say that the only con- 
ditions that need to obtain in order for “Being red excludes being blue” 
to be true is that we use words in certain ways or that there be certain 
rules pertaining to the ways in which words are to be used; and there- 
fore, the sentence cannot be said to be true solely in virtue of the ways 
in which we use words. 


Another epistemological problem involving the truths of reason 
concerns the status of “the synthetic a priori.” To understand 
we must first explicate the terms involved. 

Let us consider, once again, the epistemological terms “a priori” 
and “a posteriori.” What they are intended to refer to may be conveyed 
in this way: We have said that those necessary truths that are known 
by “intuitive induction” or “by demonstration,” in the manner set forth 


19 W, V. Quine, “Carnap and 
ed. P. A. Schilpp (La Salle, Il.: 
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above; are truths that are known a priori. Let us also say that FN 
universal generalizations that are justified by reference to such trut y 
are known a priori; hence, both “Being red excludes being blue” a 
“Every individual thing is such that if it is red then it is not blue a 
be statements expressing what we know a priori. And let us say t a 
what is known, but not known a priori, is known a posteriori. Thus, 
we can say, with Kant, that necessity is a mark or criterion of the a 
priori. P , 
The terms “analytic” and “synthetic” were introduced by Kant m 
order to contrast two types of categorical judgment. They are used in 
much of contemporary philosophy to refer instead to the types of 
sentence that express the types of judgment to which Kant referred, An 
analytic judgment, according to Kant, is a judgment in which “the 
predicate adds nothing to the concept of the subject.” If I judge mr 
all squares are rectangles, then, in Kant’s terminology, the concept o 
j yj nt is the property of being square, and the 
concept of the predicate is the property of being rectangular. Kant uses 
the term “analytic,” since, he says, the concept of the predicate helps to 
“break up the concept of the subject into those constituent concepts 
that have all along been thought in it.” 20 Since being square is the 
conjunctive property of being equilateral and rectangular, the predicate 
of the judgment expressed by “All squares are rectangular” may be said 
to “analyze out” what is contained in the subject. An analytic judgment, 


If we wish to apply Kant’s distinction to sentences, as distinguished 

: s ; ja 

from judgments, and if we are to be otherwise faithful to what it wa 
that he had in mind, we 


i . ee ings 
Consider a sentence that can be expressed in the form “All thing 
that are S are P”; or More exactly, 


-” One example of such a sentence is, “All things 
ngular”; another is, “No bachelors are marien 
xpresses may also be expressed obversely by, “A 

things that are bachelors are nonmarried.” Let us say of such a sentence 


°° Critique of Pure Reason, A7; trans, Norman Kemp Smith. 
2: 


1 Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Sec. 2. 
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that it is analytic provided that the predicate term P (i.e, the term 


occupying the place of “P”) can be “analyzed out” of the subject term 
S. And let us say that the predicate term P can be analyzed out of the 
subject term S provided that any one of the following three conditions 


holds. 
(1) The terms S and P are synonymous (are used with the same 


meaning). 
(2) S is synonymous with a conjunctive term, S? and S?, which is 
such that S? is synonymous with P, and S* is not synonymous with S 
(3) P is synonymous with a disjunctive term, P? or P?, which is 
such that P? can be analyzed out of S, and P? cannot be analyzed out 


of S. 
A Thus, if we use “equilateral and rectangular” as a synonym for 
square,” we may say that in virtue of (1), the sentence “All things that 
are equilateral and rectangular are square,” as well as “All things that 
are square are square,” and “All things that are equilateral and rectangu- 
lar are equilateral and rectangular,” is analytic. We may say that in virtue 
of (2), the sentence “All things that are equilateral and rectangular are 
rectangular” is analytic. And if we use “parents” as a synonym for 
“fathers or mothers,” then we may say that in virtue of (3), the sentence 
“All fathers are parents” is analytic. 

Completing this Kant-like account, we could now say that a 
categorical sentence—a sentence expressible in the form “All things 
that are S are P,” “No things that are S are P,” “Some things that are 
S are P,” and “Some things that are S are not P”—is synthetic provided 
that neither it nor its negation is analytic. (Kant did not himself provide 
a term for the negations of analytic judgments—those judgments ex- 
pressible in such sentences as “Some squares are not rectangles” and 
“Some bachelors are married.” We could say, however, that the sen- 
tences expressing such judgments are “analytically false”—in which 
case we would have a motive for replacing Kant’s “analytic” by “an- 
alytically true.” ) 

If we thus restrict “analytic” and “synthetic” to categorical sen- 
tencest then we should distinguish the concept of the analytic from the 
wider, but closely related, concept of logical truth. It is sometimes said 
that a sentence is logically true if it is true “in virtue of its form alone.” 
It would be very difficult to define this phrase precisely, but what it 


intends may be suggested by the following procedure, set forth by W. V. 


uine. 
r Quine enumerates a list of expressions that he calls “logical ex- 
pressions”; the list includes “and,” “or,” “not,” “all,” “every,” “some,” 
“if” “then,” “it is true that,” and “it is false that.” He then proposes 
that a sentence may be called logically true provided it is one in which 
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only “the logical expressions occur essentially. In “If no Greeks ‘are 
Romans then it is false that some Romans are Greeks,” the logical ex- 
pressions “no,” “it is false that,” “some,” “if,” and “then” occur es: 
sentially, but the nonlogical expressions, “are,” “Greeks,” and “Romans, 
do not. One might say that the truth of the sentence is independent of 
the nonlogical expressions that occur in it. Or more exactly, the sen- 
tence is one such that, if, for any nonlogical expression in the sentence, 
we replace each of its occurrences by any other “grammatically admis- 
sable” expression (making sure that all occurrences of the old word are 
replaced by occurrences of the same new word), the result will be true. 
‘Thus, if we replace “Greeks” by “Algerians,” and “Romans” by “Alas 
kans,” the result will be true; this would also hold true for any other 
plural nouns we might select. But if we replace some of the logical ex- 
Pressions by other logical expressions (e.g, “no” by “some”) we may 
get a falsehood. A logical truth, according to this interpretation, is a 
sentence “which is true and remains true under all reinterpretations of 
its components other than logical particles.” 22 Or we could say, some- 
what more broadly, that a logical truth is any sentence which is such 
that what is expressed can also be expressed in a sentence of the sort 
that Quine describes, 

The class of logical truths, then, is not restricted to sentences that 
are categorical; hence, it is wider than the class of sentences we have de- 
scribed as being “analytic.” But all analytic sentences may be said to 
be logically true. Thus, again, if we use “square” as a synonym for 
“equilateral and rectangular,” we may express “All things that are 
Square are rectangular” as “All things that are equilateral and rectangular 
are rectangular”; the latter sentence could be said to be logically true, 
or true in virtue of its form,” since replacement of “equilateral” by 
any other adjective, and of each occurrence of “rectangular” by any 
other adjective (the same adjective each time), will result in a sentence 
that is also true. j 

We may thus divide meaningful indicative sentences into three 
groups: (1) those sentences that are logically true—analytic sentences 
comprise a subclass of sentences that are logically true; (2) the negations 
or contradictories of sentences that are logically trne thes we may 

and finally, all other meaningful indicative 

sentences—these, some of which are true and some of which are false, 
may be said to be synthetic, in a broad sense of the term “synthetic.” 
(Using “synthetic” in this broad sense, we depart’ somewhat from the 
Kantian tradition.) 

But many Philosophers now believe that the distinction betwee? 


2 Cf. W, V. Quine, F; i $ 5 F Uni- 
versity Press, 1585)" pp. 2293, acini oF View (Cambridge: em 
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the analytic and the synthetic has been shown to be untenable; we 
should consider what reasons there might be for such a belief. Or- 
dinarily, it is defended by reference to the following facts. (1) In drawing 
a distinction between analytic and synthetic sentences, one must use 
such a term as “synonym”; we have said, for example, that “both equi- 
lateral and rectangular” may be used as a synonym for “square.” (2) The 
traditional account of synonymy refers to abstract entities; one term is 
said to be used synonymously with another term if the two terms are 
used to connote the same properties. (3) There is no reliable way of 
telling, merely by observing a man’s behavior, what properties, if any, 
he is using any given word to connote. And (4) it is not possible to de- 
fine “synonym” merely by reference to linguistic behavior.?? 

But these four propositions, all of them true, are not sufficient to 
yield the conclusion (5) that the distinction between the analytic and 
the synthetic is untenable. If we attempt to formulate the additional 
premise that would be needed to make the argument valid, we will see 
that it must involve a philosophical generalization—a generalization 
concerning what conditions must obtain if the distinction between the 
analytic and the synthetic is to be tenable. And how would the general- 
ization be defended? This question should be considered in the light of 
what we have said about scepticism and the problem of the criterion. 
Of the philosophical generalizations that would make the above argu- 
ment valid, none of them, so far as I know, has ever been defended. It 
is not accurate, therefore, to say that the distinction between the analytic 


and the synthetic has been shown to be untenable. 


Some of the things that we know a priori are expressible in sen- 

tences that are logically true. Presumably, all of the logical truths 

cited up to now are necessary truths that are shown to be true a 
priori. Some of the things that we know a posteriori are expressible in 
sentenaes that are synthetic, e.g., “There are kangaroos in New Zea- 
land.” It may be that some of the things that we know a posteriori are 
expressible in sentences that are logically true. (A possible example of 
such an a posteriori logical truth would be a logical theorem which a 
man accepts on the ground that all reputable logicians and computing 
machines assert that it is true.) The question of the synthetic a priori 
now becomes: Of the things that we know a priori to be true, are any 
of them expressible in sentences that are synthetic? Or more briefly: Is 


there a synthetic a priori? 


23 V. V. Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” in From a Logical Point of 
ey pp- pos and Morton White, “The Analytic and the Synthetic: An 
Untenable Dualism,” in Leonard Linsky, ed. Semantics and the Philosophy of 
Language (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1952), pp. 272-86. 
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“Obviously, it would be very difficult indeed to prove either that 
there is a synthetic a priori or that there is not. But there are sentences 
which seem to express what is known a priori, and which, up to now, 
have not been shown to be logically true. This fact may be some Oe 
sumption in favor of the view that there is a synthetic a priori. And i 
there is a synthetic a priori, then this fact, in turn, might be taken = 
have important bearing upon the nature of the human mind (it wou 
imply, for example, that our a priori knowledge is not restricted to 
knowledge of “formal” truths). 


Let us consider, then, certain possible examples of the synthetic a 
priori. ; n L 
(1) One important candidate for the synthetic a priori is the know 
edge that might be expressed either by saying “Being red includes being 
colored” or “Necessarily, everything that is red is colored.” The sen- 
tence “Everything that is red is colored” recalls our paradigmatic 
“Everything that is square is rectangular.” In the case of the latter sen- 


tence, we were able to “analyze the predicate out of the subject”: We 
replaced the subject term 


lateral and rectangular,” 
with the predicate term a 
the original subject term, 
or even to coin—any conj 
and which is such that 
“colored” and the other 


We may be tempted, then, to follow the procedure we took in the 
case of “All fathers are parents,” 


the predicate term “parents” by a 
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green nor yellow nor. . . . There may be colors that are unknown to 
us—colors that we would experience if we had a rather different type 
of sensory apparatus.” If such a suggestion is significant and consistent, 
as it seems to be, then “colored” is not synonymous with any expression 
that can be formed merely by listing each of the colors. And if this is 
so, then our lengthy disjunctive predicate will not be one that we have 
“analyzed out” of the subject, and therefore, we will not have shown 
that the a priori sentence “Everything that is red is colored,” is analytic.** 

It has been suggested that the sentences giving rise to the problem 
of the synthetic a priori are really “postulates about the meanings of 
words,” and therefore, that they do not express what is synthetic a 
priori. But if the suggestion is intended literally, then it would seem 
to betray the confusion between use and mention that we encountered 
earlier. A postulate about the meaning of the word “red,” for example, 
or a sentence expressing such a postulate, would presumably mention 
the word “red.” It might read, “The word ‘red’ may be taken to refer 
to a certain color,” or perhaps, “Let the word ‘red’ be taken to refer to 
a certain color.” But “Everything that is red is colored,” although it 
uses the words “red” and “colored,” doesn’t mention them at all. Thus, 
there would seem to be no clear sense in which it could be said really 
to be a “meaning postulate” or to refer in any way to words and how 
they are used. 

(2) What Leibniz called the “disparates” furnish us with a second 
candidate for the synthetic a priori. These are closely related to the type 
of sentence just considered, but involve problems that are essentially 
different. An example of a sentence concerned with disparates would 
be our earlier “Being red excludes being blue” or (alternatively put) 
“Necessarily, nothing that is red is blue.” *° Philosophers have devoted 
considerable ingenuity to trying to show that “Nothing that is red is 
blue” can be expressed as a sentence that is analytic, and thus, as a 
logical *truth, but so far as I have been able to determine, all of these 
attempts have been unsuccessful. Again, it is recommended that the 
reader try for himself to re-express “Nothing that is red is blue” in such 
a way ‘that the predicate may be “analyzed out” of the subject in any 
of the senses described above. 

(3) It has also been held, not without plausibility, that certain 
ethical sentences express what is synthetic a priori. Thus, Leibniz, writ- 


24Cf. C. H. Langford, “A Proof that Synthetic A Priori Propositions Exist,” 
Journal of Philosophy, XLVI (1949), 20-24. á 

25 Cf. John Locke, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book IV, Chap 
1, Sec. 7; G. W. Leibniz, New Essays Concerning Human Understanding, Book 
IV, Chap. 2, Sec. 1; Franz Brentano, Versuch iiber die Erkenntnis (Leipzig: Feli: 
Meiner, 1925), pp. 9-10. ae 
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ing on what he called the “supersensible element” in knowledge, sid: 
“. . . But to return to necessary truths, it is generally true that we know 
them only by this natural light, and not at all by the experience of the 
senses. For the senses can very well make known, in some sort, what is, 
but they cannot make known what ought to be or what could not be 
otherwise.” 2° Or consider the sentence “Pleasure as such is intrinsically 
good, or good in itself, whenever and wherever it may occur.” If this 
sentence expresses something that is known to be true, then what it 
expresses must be synthetic a priori. To avoid this conclusion, some 
philosophers deny that sentences about what is intrinsically good, or 
good in itself, can be known to be true.2? An examination of this view 
would involve us, once again, in the problem of the criterion. 

And still other things that we know a priori to be true seem to be 
expressible only in sentences that are synthetic. 


28 Quoted from The Philosophical Works of Leibniz, p. 162. 


21 Cf. the discussion of this question in chaps. 5 and 6 in William Frankena, 
Ethics, Prentice-Hall Foundations of Philosophy Series. 


THE STATUS 


OF APPEARANCES 


The problem When a man sees an external thing, say, a tree, his perception 
of is the result of a complex physiological and psychological process, 
Democritus Light reflected from the thing stimulates the rod cells and cone 


cells in his eyes; in consequence of this stimulation, there is a fur- 
ther effect within the brain which, in tum, produces a visual sensation. 
Perception by means of the other sense organs is similar. In each case, 
the sensation (also referred to as the “sense impression,” “appearance,” 
“idea,” or “sense datum”) would seem to depend for its existence upon 
the state of the perceiving subject. Or to proceed somewhat more cau- 
tiously, the ways in which the things that we perceive appear to us when 
we perceive them depend in part upon our own psychological and 
physiological condition. This fact has led to some of the most puzzling 
questions of the theory of knowledge. 

Democritus took it to imply not only that we do not perceive what 
it is that we think we perceive, but also that external things are not at 
all what we tend to believe that they are. The appearances of things, 
he saia, “change with the condition of our body and the influences 
coming toward it or resisting it.” * The question as to whether any 
particular thing will appear white, black, yellow, red, sweet, or bitter, 
he noted, cannot be answered merely by reference to the nature of 
the thing; one must also refer to the nature of the person or animal 
who is perceiving the thing. And from these premises, which are un- 
deniable, Democritus then went on to infer (1) that no one ever 
perceives any external thing to be white, black, yellow, red, sweet, or 
bitter, and also (2), that no unperceived external thing is, in fact, white, 
black, yellow, red, sweet, or bitter. 


1 Fragment quoted from Milton Nahm, Selections from Early Greek Philosophy 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1934), p. 209; cf. pp. 173-87, 194-95, 
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«The same premises have also been used to support other, equally 
extreme, conclusions. Oversimplifying slightly, we may say that Democ- 
ritus reasofied in this way: “The wine that tastes sweet to me an. 
sour to you; therefore, I do not perceive that it is sweet and you do not 
perceive that it is sour, and the wine itself is neither sweet nor sour. 
Protagoras, however, reasoned in a somewhat different way: The wine 
that tastes sweet to me tastes sour to you; hence, I perceive that it is 
sweet and you perceive that it is sour; and therefore, one cannot say 
absolutely either that the wine is sweet or that the wine is sour; one can 
only say relativistically that whereas it is true for me that the wine is 
sweet, it is true for you that the wine is sour.” 2 And some of the Amer- 
ican New Realists, in defense of the view that “things are just what 
they seem,” drew still another conclusion: “The wine that tastes sweet 
to me tastes sour to you; therefore, one must say (absolutely and not 
relativistically) that there are contradictions in nature; one must say 
of the wine not only that it is both sweet and not sweet, but also that 
it is both sour and not sour.” 3 . 

Variants of these arguments may be found not only in writings on 
popular science (“Physics and psychology teach us that the world is 


sures are not at all necessary. We can 
ritus used and, at the same time, reject 
ions do not follow from the premises. 
e other versions of the argument. 


? See the discussion of Protagoras’ view in Plato’s Theaetetus, p. 145, 
Cf, E. B. Holt, Ralph Barton Pe: 


ew York: Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 
ty of Knowledge,” in Philosophy (Engle- 
; Humanistic Scholarship in America, The 
» by Roderick M. Chisholm, Herbert Feigl, William K. Frankena, 
John Passmore, and Manley Thompson. 


4Cf. G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies (Lond : Routledge & Kegan Paul, 
Ltd., 1922), p. 245. (London: Routledge & Keg 


5 This suggestion seems to be presu 


pposed by passages in J. L. Austin’s Sense and 
Sensibilia (New York: Oxford Univ 


ersity Press, Inc., 1962). Cf. the criticism of 
this book in Roderick Firth’s “Austin 


i and the Argument from Illusion,” Philo- 
sophical Reyiew, LXXIII (1964), 372-82. 
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Aristotle's Referring to Democritus, Aristotle wrote: “The earlier students ot 
solution nature were mistaken in their view that Without sight there was 


no white or black, without taste no savour. This statement of 
theirs is partly true, partly false. ‘Sense’ and ‘the sensible object’ are 
ambiguous terms; i.e, they may denote either potentialities or actual- 
ities. The statement is true of the latter, false of the former. This 
ambiguity they wholly failed to notice.” ® 

In suggesting that the terms “white” and “black” are ambiguous, 
Aristotle is taking note of the fact that in certain uses, these terms are 
intended to refer to ways of appearing and that in other uses they are 
intended to refer to certain properties or dispositions of physical things 
—those properties or dispositions in virtue of which the things appear 
in the ways in which they do appear. If a physical thing is white, if it 
has the properties or dispositions to which Aristotle referred, then it 
is such that, when it is viewed by an ordinary observer under favorable 
lighting conditions, it will appear white to that observer. The physicist 
can tell us in detail just what the conditions are that a thing must 
satisfy if it is to have this property; that is to say, he can tell us just 
what characteristics a physical surface must have if it is to appear white 
to a normal observer in ordinary light. Let us say of such terms as 
“white,” “black,” “yellow,” “red,” “bitter,” and “sweet,” that when 
they are used to refer to these properties or dispositions, they have a 
dispositional use, and that when they are used to refer to ways of ap- 
pearing, to ways in which things may appear, they have a sensible use. 
Aristotle is telling us, then, that the statement “Without sight, there is 
no white or black, without taste, no savour” is true if the terms “white,” 
“black,” and “savour” have a sensible use, and false if they have a dis- 
positional use. Democritus, therefore, seems to have committed the 
fallacy of equivocation: Having established that the statement is true 
when it is taken in the first of these two ways, he goes on to infer fal- 
laciously that it is also true when it is taken in the second. 

And it is clear that in the passages referred to, Democritus does not 
establish his thesis about perception—his thesis that no one ever per- 
ceives any object to be white, black, yellow, red, bitter, or sweet. For 
the only argument that he presents in favor of this thesis is the fallacious 
argument in favor of his thesis concerning the nature of physical things. 

Similar objections apply to the other versions of the argument. In 
each of the three versions considered, the terms “sweet” and “sour” 
have their sensible use in the premise (“The wine that tastes sweet 
to me tastes sour to you”) and their dispositional use in the conclusion, 


De Anima, Book III, Chap. 2, p. 426a; see also Metaphysics, Book TV Chap 
5, 1010b. , ; 
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Sense-datum -~The deceptive character of all three versions of the argument might 
fallacies be said to lie in the fact that certain truths about appearances are 
mistaken for truths about the things that present those appearances. 
From the fact that a thing's appearing white depends upon the con- 
dition of the perceiver, one infers mistakenly that the thing’s being 
white is also something that depends upon the condition of the per- 

ceiver, 

It is also possible to err in the other direction. One may make the 

mistake of Supposing, with respect to certain truths about the things 
that appear to us, that they are also truths that hold of the appearances 
that those things present. 
__ One such mistake, very frequently made, is that of supposing that 
if we perceive a physical thing, then we also perceive its appearances— 
that we see its visual appearances, hear its auditory appearances, feel its 
tactual appearances, But this is to misconceive the nature of perception. 
We perceive a thing when the thing as stimulus object has acted upon 
our Sense organs, thereby causing us to be appeared to. The appearances 
of things, however, are not stimulus objects that affect our sense organs 
and therefore they are not themselves anything that we perceive. We 
do not see, hear, or feel the appearances of things. 

Another such mistake may be more pernicious. From the fact that 
a physical thing appears white, for example, one might infer mistakenly 
that the thing presents an appearance which is white, and hence, that 
there Are certain physical things and certain appearances which are 
alike in color, If this inference were sound, one could also say that, 
under favorable conditions of observation, the appearances of things 
have the same color as do the things themselves, in which case appear- 
ances could be said to resemble their objects in important respects. ‘Thus, 
Lucretius suggested that when a man perceives a tree, a simulacrum— 
a small Physical object having the characteristics that the tree is seen 
to have—is produced inside the head. Subsequent philosophers have 
et that the appearance may “picture” or even “duplicate” the thing 
then i present ad Why not say that if a physical thing appears whit, 

s an appearance which is white? 
For one thing, it is clear that the inference from “Something ap- 


ridd “ = I 

aor rb Something Presents an appearance that is F” is not in 

s Noe Nature of Things, Book IV. 
when * to ee that when he brings to mind the look of a dog he owned 
fore compresent with pee of a canine sort immediately present to and there- 
in the flesh.” A. O 1S Consciousness, but that it is quite certainly not that gog 

orton & Company p} The Revolt against Dualism (New York: W. W. 
rol Inc., 1930), P. 305. This view has been called “the repre- 
Ty Of perception.” But it would seem advisable to avoid such expres- 
cee “direct tealism,” “indirect realism,” “critical realis; 
le S i i ictin 
ways by people who write about philosophy a eee ican 
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general valid. For there are adjectives which are such that, if we replace 
“F” by any of those adjectives, then “Something appears F” will be true 
and “Something presents an appearance which 3$ F” will be false. From 
“The man appears tubercular,” we may not infer “The man presents an 
appearance which is tubercular,” and from “The books appear worn and 
dusty and more than two hundred years old,” we may not infer “The 
books present appearances which are worn and dusty and more than 
two hundred years old.” 

Moreover, there is an absurdity inherent in saying that an appear- 
ance and a physical thing may have the same color. If we say of a 
physical thing that it is white, we are saying that the thing is such that, 
when it is viewed by a normal observer under favorable conditions, then 
it will appear white. Suppose, then, that “It will appear white” does 
imply “It will present an appearance which is white,” where “is white” 
has the sense that it has when it is applied to a physical thing. In such 
a case, a white, physical thing would be something such that, when it 
is viewed by a normal observer under favorable conditions, it will present 
an appearance which is such that, when it—the appearance—is viewed 
under favorable conditions, then it will present a (second-order) appear- 
ance which is white; the (second-order) appearance will therefore be 
such that, when it is viewed under favorable conditions, then it will 
present a (third-order) appearance which is such that . . . and so on, 
ad indefinitum. 

If we thus assimilate appearances to substances or concrete things, 
we multiply entities—and problems—beyond necessity. We find our- 
selves confronted, for example, with such strange questions as: If the 
appearance can be white in the sense in which a rose can be white, does 
it also have a certain weight, an inside, and a backside? Could it be that 
the backside of the white appearance, the side that (somehow) faces 
away, is green, or blue, or yellow? 

But what is the appearance if it is not a substance or concrete 


thing? 
The “When we say “The appearance of the thing is white,” our language 
adverbial suggests that we are attributing a certain property to a substance. 


But we could just as well have said “The thing appears white,” 
using the verb “appears” instead of the substantive “appearance.” 
And in “The thing appears white,” as already noted, the word “white” 
functions as an adverb.” Ordinarily, the point of an adverb is not to 


theory 


9The point is developed in detail by C. J. Ducasse, Nature, Mind and Death 
(La Salle, T.: Open Court Publishing Co., 1949), Chap. 13. This general view 
of appearing is suggested by Thomas Reid, in his Essays on the Intellectual Power, 
of Man, Essay I, Chap. 1, Sec. 12, and by G. F. Stout, in “Are Presentations 
Mental or Physical?” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, n.s., Vol. 1X (1909 j, 
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attribute a property to a substance, but to attribute a property to an- 
other property (“He is exceptionally tall”) or to attribute a property 
to an event, process, or state of affairs (“He is walking slowly”). We 
might say, then, that the word “white,” in what we have called its 
sensible use, tells us something about that state of affairs which is an 
object’s appearing; it tells us something about the way in which the 
object appears, just as “slowly” may tell us something about the way 
in which an object moves. 

We have noted, however, that a man may be presented with a 
“white appearance” when no object is appearing (say, when he is think- 
ing about a possible white object). Hence, if we are to speak more 
strictly, we should not say that “white,” in its sensible use, always refer: 
to the way in which an object appears; it refers, rather, to the way j 
which one is appeared to—whether or not an object appears, Or if s 
introduce an active verb such as “sensing” or “experiencing” as 


synonym for the passive “is appeared to,” we could say that “white,” 
in its sensible use, refers to the wa 
perience. 


y in which a man may sense or ex- 


No longer needing such expressions as “white appearance,” we need 
not countenance the question as to whether the white appearance has 
a certain weight, or a backside, or an inside, And thus, we need not 
wonder whether the backside of a white appearance might be green, or 
blue, or yellow. We need not ask whether appearances might exist un- 
sensed—whether, in Bertrand Russell’s terms, there are “unsensed sen- 
sibilia.” 1° And we need not ask whether appearances might be identical 
with parts of the external physical things that we perceive—whether 
the white appearance that we sense might be identical with the surface 
of the white object that we see. For in saying “He is appeared to white,” 


or “He senses whitely,” we are not committed to saying that there is 
a thing—an appearance—of which the word “white,” in its sensible use, 
designates a property. We are saying, rather, that there is a certain state 
or process—that of being appeared to, or sensing, or experiencing—and 
we are using the adjective “white,” or the adverb “whitely,” to describe 
more specifically the way in which that process occ j 


urs. 
The phenom- One may feel, however, that this “adverbial” theory leaves some- 
enological thing out. Even if the appearance is not a simulacrum of the object 


problem that appears, the relation between the appearance and the object 
may seem to be more intimate than the “adverbial” theory, as we 

have it so far, would allow. The problem of saying just what this re- 
lationship is may be called the phenomenological problem of appear- 

10 See the essay “The Relation of Sense-Data to Physics,” in Russell's Mysticism 


and Logic (New York: W. W. Norton & C © thi S 
first published in 1918. esas: Tao, 1920); tris Booki wa 
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ances. The facts are familiar to everyone, but it is dfficult to describe 
them without either overestimating or underestimating the role of ap- 
pearances and without drawing unwarranted philosophical conclusions. 
The principal facts, I believe, are four. 

(1) We perceive the object to have the characteristics we do per- 
ceive it to have, partly because of the way in which it appears to us. If the 
objects that we now perceive happened to appear in certain ways other 
than those in which they are now appearing, then we would not be per- 
ceiving them to be the objects that we are now perceiving them to be. 
It does not follow from these facts, however, that to perceive something 
to be, say, a tree, is to “make a causal inference” or “to frame the 
hypothesis” that a tree is one of the causes of the way in which one 
eing appeared to. Perceiving no more consists in deducing the causes 
earing, than reading consists in deducing the causes of ink marks. 
Ko) As we emphasized earlier, the appearance of a physical object 
À of being appeared to which the object as stimulus serves to 
undamental role in the context of justification. If I ask 
mys my justification is for thinking that it is a tree 
that I nti y self-examination in the way we attempted 
to describe in Chapter 2, I will reach a point at which I will justify my 
claim about the tree by appeal to a proposition about the way in which 
I am appeared to. 

(3) A point of a rather different sort follows from one of the famil- 
iar features of perception. Whenever we see a physical object, then we 
also sce certain parts of that object and fail to see certain other parts of 
that object. (But from the fact that we fail to perceive certain parts of 
the object, it does not follow that we fail to perceive the object. Verbs of 
perception are like “to be located in” and unlike “to contain.” If one 
object contains another, then it contains every part of the other; hence, 
New Hampshire contains every part of Jaffrey. But one object may be 
located in another without being located in every part of the other; 
what is in New Hampshire need not also be in Jaffrey.1) As the use of 
å mi€roscope may suggest, every part that we see has parts of its own 
that we do not see. Similar remarks apply to perception by means of 
any of the other senses: Whenever we perceive an object by means of 
any one of the senses, there are certain parts of that object that we per- 
‘ve and certain other parts of it that we do not perceive. With refer- 


ceivi 


11C. D. Broad once argued that, inasmuch as we do not see every part of the 
bell on any of those occasions on which, as we like to think, we see a bell, therefore, 
strictly speaking, we never see a bell at all; see his Mind and Its Place in Nature 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1925), pp. 149-50. This is like saying 
that, since the butcher doesn’t cut every part of the roast, therefore, strictly speak- 
ing, he doesn’t cut the roast at all. 
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ence vo these facts, we may now make our third point concerning the 
relation between perceiving and being appeared to: Whenever we per- 
ceive an object, then the object appears to us in a certain way; each of 
the parts that we perceive also appears to us in a certain way; and those 
parts that we do not perceive do not appear to us in any way. 

(4) Using, for the moment, the terminology of “appearances,” we 
may also say that the appearances of the parts of the object are included 
in the appearances of the whole. If, for example, a man is looking at a 
hen, then we may say of the hen itself, and of those parts of the hen 
that the man happens to see, that each of these objects presents an 
appearance. We can say of the hen that it is a whole in which these 
various parts (among others) are contained; we can also say of the 
appearance of the hen, that it, too, is a whole in which the appearances 
of the various parts are contained, Indeed we might say of the appear- 
ance of each part, that it is a part of the appearance of the whole. The 


must be conceded, are difficult to formulate 


2 | appearing” or in the terminology of “sensing” or “being appeared 
o. 


i If we use the terminology of “appearing,” we might express the facts 
m question as follows: “The way in which a thing appears to a man 
includes ways in which some, but not all, of its parts appear, and the 
way in which any part of a thing appears is included in the way in 
which the whole appears.” If we use the terminology of “being appeared 
to,” we might say: “The way in which a man is appeared to by a thing 
includes ways in which he is appeared to by some, but not all, of the 
parts of the thing, and the way in which he js appeared to by any part 
of the thing is included in the way in which he is appeared to by the 
thing.” And if we use the terminology of “sensing,” then we shall have 
to replace the “by” by some other Preposition or phrase—possibly, “with 


respect to”—and Say: “The Way in which a man senses with respect to 
a thing includes ways in which h 


all, of the parts of the thing, and 
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Appearances According to what is sometimes called the “identity theory,” ap- 
and brain pearances may be identified with something that is to be found in 
processes the brain, and therefore, they may be subsufned under the category 


of what is material or physical. The théory is defended on the 
ground (1) that there is known to be least a close correlation between 
appearances and what is cerebral or neurological, and (2) that in order 
not to multiply entities beyond necessity it is reasonable to suppose that 
a strict identity is involved rather than a mere correlation between en- 
tities that are distinct. (Prehistoric astronomers, noting the close corre- 
lations obtaining between the wanderings of the evening star and those 
of the morning star, may have reasoned similarly in behalf of the thesis 
that the evening star and the morning star are one and the same.) It is 
commonly believed that if the identity theory could be shown to be 
true, then, so far as what we know about appearances is concerned, 
there would be no need to assume the existence of any entities other 
than physical bodies and their properties, states, and processes; what 
we know about appearances could be accommodated to the assumption 
that there is “nothing in the world but increasingly complex arrange- 
ments of physical constituents.” 1° 

To evaluate the identity theory and the claims that have been made 
in its behalf, we must first decide just what it is that is being identified 
with what. 

If we were to reject the “adverbial theory” of appearing, or being 
appeared to, and were to accept a substantival theory of appearances 
in its place, then our formulation of the identity theory could be reason- 
ably straightforward. Taken substantivally, the sentence “Jones ex- 
periences a red appearance” could be said to be like “Jones eats a red 
tomato” in that it describes an intimate relation between Jones and a 
certain other substance. We could thus formulate the identity theory 
by saying that appearances are parts of the brain—chunks of grey matter, 
say, or cells, or strips of nervous tissue. And this is what Thomas Case, 
a nineteenth century advocate of “physical realism,” seems to have said, 

According to Case, appearances are to be identified with “physical 
parts of the nervous system, tactile, optic, auditory, etc., sensibly affected 
in various manners.” Assuming that people perceive appearances, he was 
then able to say that they perceive the insides of their own bodies, not 
external, physical things. “The hot felt is the tactile nerves heated, the 
white seen is the optic nerves so coloured.” He then argued that on the 
basis of what people perceive about their nervous systems, they make 


12], J, C. Smart, “Sensations and Brain Processes,” in The Philosoph: ; 
ed. 4: L Chappell (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962), p. i Mind, 
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ence to these facts, we may now make our third point concerning the 
relation between perceiving and being appeared to: Whenever we per- 
ceive an object, then the object appears to us in a certain way; each of 
the parts that we perceive also appears to us in a certain way; and those 
parts that we do not perceive do not appear to us in any way. M 

(4) Using, for the moment, the terminology of “appearances, we 
may also say that the appearances of the parts of the object are included 
in the appearances of the whole. If, for example, a man is looking at a 
hen, then we may say of the hen itself, and of those parts of the hen 
that the man happens to see, that each of these objects presents an 
appearance. We can say of the hen that it is a whole in which these 
various parts (among others) are contained; we can also say of the 
appearance of the hen, that it, too, is a whole in which the appearances 
of the various parts are contained. Indeed we might say of the appear- 
ance of each part, that it is a part of the appearance of the whole. The 
appearance of the outer part of the tip of one of the feathers is a part of 
the appearance of the feather; the appearance of the feather is a part 
of the appearance of the wing; the appearance of the wing is a part 
of the appearance of the side of the hen; and the appearance of the 
side of the hen is a part of the appearance of the hen. And these facts, it 
must be conceded, are difficult to formulate, either in the terminology 


of “appearing” or in the terminology of “sensing” or “being appeared 
to.” 


If we use the terminology of “appearing,” we might express the facts 


in question as follows: “The way in which a thing appears to a man 
includes ways in which some, but not all, of i 


way in which any part of a thing a 
which the whole appears.” If we use t 
to,” we might say: “The way in which a man is appeared to by a thing 
includes ways in which he is appeared to by some, but not all, of the 
ay in which he is appeared to by any part 
y in which he is appeared to by the 
logy of “sensing,” then we shall have 
preposition or phrase—possibly, “with 
in which a man senses with respect to 


all, of the parts of the thing, and t i i ; 
spect to any part of the thing is i 
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Appearances According to what is sometimes called the “identity theory,” ap- 
and brain pearances may be identified with something that is to be found in 
processes the brain, and therefore, they may be subsufned under the category 


of what is material or physical. The théory is defended on the 
ground (1) that there is known to be least a close correlation between 
appearances and what is cerebral or neurological, and (2) that in order 
not to multiply entities beyond necessity it is reasonable to suppose that 
a strict identity is involved rather than a mere correlation between en- 
tities that are distinct. (Prehistoric astronomers, noting the close corre- 
lations obtaining between the wanderings of the evening star and those 
of the morning star, may have reasoned similarly in behalf of the thesis 
that the evening star and the morning star are one and the same.) It is 
commonly believed that if the identity theory could be shown to be 
true, then, so far as what we know about appearances is concerned, 
there would be no need to assume the existence of any entities other 
than physical bodies and their properties, states, and processes; what 
we know about appearances could be accommodated to the assumption 
that there is “nothing in the world but increasingly complex arrange- 
ments of physical constituents.” 1? 

To evaluate the identity theory and the claims that have been made 
in its behalf, we must first decide just what it is that is being identified 
with what. 

If we were to reject the “adverbial theory” of appearing, or being 
appeared to, and were to accept a substantival theory of appearances 
in its place, then our formulation of the identity theory could be reason- 
ably straightforward. Taken substantivally, the sentence “Jones ex- 
periences a red appearance” could be said to be like “Jones eats a red 
tomato” in that it describes an intimate relation between Jones and a 
certain other substance. We could thus formulate the identity theory 
by saying that appearances are parts of the brain—chunks of grey matter, 
say, o cells, or strips of nervous tissue. And this is what Thomas Case, 
a nineteenth century advocate of “physical realism,” seems to have said. 

According to Case, appearances are to be identified with “physical 
parts‘ of the nervous system, tactile, optic, auditory, etc., sensibly affected 
in various manners.” Assuming that people perceive appearances, he was 
then able to say that they perceive the insides of their own bodies, not 
external, physical things. “The hot felt is the tactile nerves heated, the 
white seen is the optic nerves so coloured.” He then argued that on the 
basis of what people perceive about their nervous systems, they make 


127, J. C. Smart, “Sensations and Brain Processes,” in The Philosoph: 5 
ed. v L Chappell (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962), p. pay of Mind, 
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inferences and hypotheses about what goes on outside: “From the hot 
ithi infer a fire without.” 13 " 

“oo thus seems to have committed the “sense-datum fallacy 3 for 
he assumes that when the “fire without” appears hot, then there is an 
appearance “within” which actually has the property that the fire aP 
pears to have. He does not distinguish the sensible and dispositiona 
uses of property words. He assumes that people perceive appearances 
and not external physical things. And he assumes that the process we 
ordinarily call perceiving, is really just a matter of framing hypotheses 
and making inferences, and thus he is able to conclude that we come 
to know external things by first examining the insides of our heads. His 
“physical realism,” therefore, was easily parodied. (F, H. Bradley re- 
marked that according to Case’s theory, when he was offended by an 
unpleasant smell, what he was really aware of was “the stinking state of 
my own nervous system.” 14 

But the identity theory need not involve the various errors that 
have been attributed to Case, Contemporary versions of it are con- 
siderably more difficult to criticize, 


J. J. C. Smart has Suggested that appearances “are nothing over 


substances called “appearances,” 


“Jones experiences a red appearance” are misleading, for “appearance” 
should be replaced by “appearing.” But if we are to avoid multiplying 
entities beyond necessi “Jones experiences a red ap- 
pearing.” For “Jones experiences a red appearing” suggests that there 
, the other, the appearing. We 
he appearing—or rather, the 


our earlier “Jones is appeared 
Want to say that the word “red,” in appli- 
ame meaning that it has in application to 
> Our locution will be even less misleading 
» ONCE again, as “Jones is appeared to redly.” This awk- 


A E 3 the theoretical advantage of 
suggesting that appearing is a process, that the adverb “redly” designates 


a property of a process (just as “swiftly” and “slowly” designate proper- 


en & Company, Ltd., 


14 Quoted by H. H. Price, Perception (New York: Robert M. McBride & Co., 


15 The Philosophy of Mind, p. 163. 
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ties of processes), and that the process of being appeared to does not 
involve a second process which is the experiencing of the process of 
being appeared to. $ 

What now does this second version of the “identity theory” tell us? 
What is involved in saying that that process which is Jones’s being ap- 
peared to redly is really something that is to be found in his brain? 

Let us consider how the theory might be applied to a single case— 
to just one occasion of Jones’s being appeared to redly. The theory 
would tell us that on this occasion (1) there is going on in Jones’s head 
a certain process—some kind of vibration, say—which a neurologist 
might be able to identify independently, and (2) that this neurological 
process is the very same process as the one that we are now describing as 
Jones’s being appeared to redly. Case professed to give a “physical” 
account of the appearances that a man may experience but not of that 
process or event which is the man’s experiencing of those appearances. 
The present view dispenses with the appearances and professes to give 
a physical account of experiencing—a physical account of that process 
or event which is Jones’s being appeared to. 

I believe we can make five general points about the significance of 
this version of the identity theory. (1) It would be very difficult even to 
imagine circumstances under which any set of crucial experiments could 
be said to establish the theory beyond reasonable doubt—to show that 
Jones’s being appeared to redly is identical with a vibration, say, in 
Jones’s brain.!7 (2) Although no one knows whether the theory is true 
or false, the theory is nevertheless confirmed by such evidence as there 
is for saying that each specific instance of appearing is dependent upon 
a certain specific neurological process. (3) In saying that there is only 
one process where it might commonly be thought there are two, the 
theory does effect a reduction of entities. In other words, to the extent 
that the theory can be defended it can be said to “explain away” the 
need for supposing that there are two processes—that of being appeared 
to and also a certain neurological process—instead of only one. (4) But 
it does not “explain away” the process of being appeared to any more 
than ‘it “explains away” the particular neurological process. If we knew 


16 The following procedure would yield a third version of the identity theory. 
Return to the sense-datum terminology; identify appearances, as Case did, with 
parts of physical obiects inside the head (avoiding the errors attributed to Case); 
and then identify the experiencing of appearances (as the second version of the 
identity theory identifies being appeared to) with some process or event that is 
known to physiology. Our comments on the second version of the identity theory 
will also apply to this one. 

17 This fact has led some philosophers to suggest that the sentences formulating 
the identity theory are meaningless and that therefore the theory is neither true 
nor false. Cf. Norman Malcolm, “Scientific Materialism and the Identity Theory,” 


Dialogue, III (1964), 115-25. 
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that the theory were true, then we would know something about earth 
neurological processes that no one knows now, namely, that they take 
place redly.*8 (5) Nor would the truth of the identity theory guarantee 
that what we know about appearances can be accommodated to the 
assumption that there is “nothing in the world but increasingly complex 
arrangements of physical constituents.” In formulating the theory, we 
presuppose that there is such an entity as the person who is being ap- 
peared to; the process that the identity theory would identify with a 
neurological process is, in our Particular example, that of Jones’s being 
appeared to redly. What is directly evident to Jones, it will be recalled, 
is the fact that he is being appeared to redly. The identity theory does 
not itself imply that Jones is identical with any physical body or with 
any property, state, or process of any physical body.1® And therefore, 
if we could show the identity theory to be true, we would not thereby 
be able to show that the facts of the matter, so far as appearing is con- 


cerned, involve only physical bodies and their properties, states, and 
processes. 


8 This point is clearly made by J. T. Stevenson in “Sensations and Brain Proc- 
esses,” Philosophical Review, LXIX (1960), 505-10, 


do not mention Jones but mention what we 
ty of the person involves difficulties 


hisholm, “Not tl f the Self,” 
The Monik Wa os (i965). baer m otes on the Awareness of the 


WHAT IS TRUTH? . 


Our question is easy to answer if we allow ourselves a certain meta- 
physical assumption; otherwise, I believe, it is not. The assump- 
tion is that states of affairs may be said to exist, or not to exist, and that 
every belief and assertion (with certain exceptions to be noted) is a be- 
lief or assertion, with respect to some state of affairs, that that state of 


The answer 


affairs exists. 
A state of affairs may be identified obliquely as that to which prop- 


ositional clauses refer. Thus, the propositional clauses in “Jones be- 
lieves the road to be clear,” “Smith denies what Jones believes, for 
Smith denies that the road is clear,” and “The road’s being clear is a 
necessary condition for a prompt arrival” refer to one and the same 
state of affairs. But they do not tell us whether or not that state of 
affairs exists, for they do not tell us whether or not the road is clear. 
States.of affairs may consist of “anchanges” as well as changes; and as 
we have noted earlier, they may be compounded out of other states of 
affairs, just as propositional clauses may be compounded, by means of 
nction and disjunction, out of other propositional clauses. 

Our answer, then, to the question “What is truth?” is this: 

A belief or assertion is true provided, first, that it is a belief or 
assertion with respect to a certain state of affairs that that state of affairs 
exists, and provided, secondly, that that state of affairs does exist; and 
a belief or assertion is false provided, first, that it is a belief or assertion 
with respect to a certain state of affairs that that state of affairs exists 
and provided, secondly, that that state of affairs does not exist. It is tru 3 
that a given state of affairs exists provided that that state of affairs 
exists; and it is false that a given state of affairs exists provided that that 


conju’ 


\ 103 


104 What Is Truth? 


state of affairs does not exist. And a truth, finally, is a state of affairs that 
exists. f 

Thesé definitions allow us to make three fundamental points con- 
cerning the nature of truth. (1) If it is true that Socrates is mortal, then 
it is a fact that Socrates is mortal. For a fact, in one sense of the term, 
may be said to be a state of affairs that exists (though in another sense 
of the term, it would be a state of affairs that is known to exist). Thus, 
we may say, as many philosophers have said, that “truths and facts are 


one and the same.” (2) If it is true that Socrates is mortal, then 


Socrates is mortal. Thus, we may say, as many philosophers have said, 


that the sentential prefix “it is true that,” is redundant (from which it 
does not follow, however, that “it is false that,” “true,” “false,” “truth,” 
or “falsity” is redundant). (3) Ifa man believes or asserts that Socrates 
is mortal, then, what he thus believes or asserts js true if, and only if, 
Socrates is mortal. Thus, the definitions enable us to preserve what is 


perhaps the only clear sense of the traditional “Veritas est adaequatio 


rei ct intellectus”: a true belief or assertion is one that “corresponds 
with the facts.” 


These three points, indeed, could be said to com 
of adequacy for any account of truth, 
which is such that, according to that ac 
three points would be fa 
itself false.? 


But our own account also has limitations. 


prise conditions 
If we find an account of truth 
count, one or the other of these 
Ise, then we may say that that account is 


States of Our answer to the question “What is truth?” refers not only to 
affairs? “states of affairs,” but also to “states of affairs that exist” and 
“states of affairs that do not exist.” We must say, for example, that 

among the entities that exist are Socrates’ being mortal, there being 
horses, there being no unicorns; and we must say that among the entities 

that do not exist are Socrates’ not being mortal, thero being no horses, 

and there being unicorns, An account of truth that spoke only of con- 


1 Except for terminology, the theory of t 
essentially similar to the theories of such authors as: B Wissen- 
schaftslehre Vol. I (Leipzig: Felix Meiner, ds, AOE Balzano; 


men, 2nd ed. (Li i 
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crete individual things, if it were otherwise adequatey would be prefer- 
able to the one that we have given. 

Actually, our own definition is an imitation "of Aristotle’s, and what 
Aristotle says may seem not to entangle us in Such entities as states of 
affairs that exist and states of affairs that do not exist. Referring to the 
truth of assertions, he said: “To say of what is that it is not, or of what 
is not that it is, is false, while to say of what is that it is, or of what is 
not that it is not, is true.”* Aristotle does make use of propositional 
clauses—“‘that it is” and “that it is not’”—and it could be argued, with 
that what these clauses refer to are states of affairs. 
than the one proposed here. He can tell us 
that believing or asserting that there are horses is true if, and only if, 


there are horses, and believing or asserting that there are no unicorns 


is true if, and only if, there are no unicorns. We do not find him saying 


“The being of horses exists” and “The being of unicorns does not exist” 
“The nonbeing of unicorns does exist” and “The nonbeing 
of horses does not exist”). But how are we to interpret his definition in 
application to more complex beliefs and assertions—to the belief or 
assertion, say, that if there had been no assistance from the guerillas, 
the revolt would not have succeeded? If Aristotle’s definition is to apply 
to this type of belief or assertion, then he must say that here, too, one 
is believing or asserting, with respect to a certain entity, that that entity 
exists or that it does not exist. But what could that entity be? It would 


have to be a state of affairs, namely, that state of affairs which is assist- 
ion for the success of 


ance from the guerillas being a necessary conditi 


the revolt.* 
It may be, of course, that some ingenious philosopher can formulate 


an adequate definition of “true” which does not refer to such entities 
as “states of affairs.” But I think it is accurate to say that no philosopher 
has done so up to now. In the absence of any acceptable alternative, 
therefore, we must resign ourselves to a definition that refers to states 
of affairs that exist and to states of affairs that do not exist. However, 
we may take comfort in the fact that such entities as these seem also to 
be involved in any adequate account of the concepts of explanation, 


meaning, purpose, belief, causation, value, and desire.® 


some plausibility, 
But his account is simple 


(much less 


3 Metaphysics, 1011b. o 

4 Thus, Aristotle himself spoke of “being in the sense of the true” and “nonbeing 
in the sense of the false,” which terms seem to have been his way of referring re- 
spectively to states of affairs that exist and to states of affairs that do not exist. See 
Metaphysics, Book V, Chap. 7; Book VI, chaps. 1, 3; and Book IX, Chap. 10. 

5 Perhaps the most thoroughgoing attempt to construct an adequate philosophy 


without reference to such entities as states of affairs has been Franz Brentano’s. See 
his Psychologie vom embirischen Standpunkt, 2nd ed., II (Leipzig: Felix Meiner 


1925), 158-72, and his Wahrheit und Evidenz (Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1930). The 
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The words Let us now consider how such words as “true” and “false” are used. 
“true” and “Tt is true that,” when prefixed to a sentence that is being used 
“false” to máke an assertion, adds nothing but emphasis to what is accom- 


plished by uttering or writing the sentence itself; but the sentence 
itself, when thus used, tells us, with Tespect to a certain state of affairs, 
that that state of affairs exists. “Tt is false that,” when prefixed to a 
sentence that is being used to make an assertion, is normally so prefixed 
in order to make that assertion which could also be made by writing or 
uttering the negation of the sentence. “It is true,” taken as a complete 
sentence, is intended to express agreement—agreement, normally, with 
what is asserted by means of some other sentence. “That is false,” simi- 
larly, is intended to express disagreement—to assert, with respect to 
Some state of affairs that has been asserted to exist, that that state of 
affairs does not exist. 

It is sometimes said that sentences are what the words “true” and 
“false” Properly apply to, and in this book we have spoken from time to 
time of sentences that are true or fa 
i Out qualifications, then we must say 
and false at one and the same time; 
nfusion. The sentence “It is raining 
ate an assertion in one place at one 
mulate an assertion in another place 
or at another time, It would be preferable, therefore, not to say of a 
sentence that it js true (or that it is false) simpliciter; we should say 
of it, rather, that it has uses or interpretations such that, in those uses 
or interpretations, it may formulate a belief in, or an assertion of, what 
is true (or what is false). We might thus speak of a sentence as being 
true (or false) “under a certain interpretation,” meaning that the asser- 


The words “belief” 
times being used to refer to what it is th 


leving or assert:ng cf it. What is 
tase “what it is that is believed 
Wary of this type of question. (Compare “In 
ent has 2.8 children we are saying 
could this something pos- 


contrary position was taken by A. Meinong, in Uber Annahmen. Th ‘controversy 
was revived in Oxford by J. L. Austin and P. F, trawson, See ee Philosophical 
Papers (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961) and Strawson’s “Truth,” Pro- 
ceedings of the Aristotelian Society, XXIV (1950 J 


«ae J à and a review and criticism of 
the controversy by myself, in “J. L Austin’s Philosophical Papers,” Mind, LXXIII 
(1964). 
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sibly be?”) The safest way to deal with our questior! would probably 
be to say that what a man believes is true is simply to say that his belief 
—his believing—is true. And according to our definitions, to say that a 
man’s believing, on any occasion, is true is to say that the state of affairs 
that he then believes to exist does exist. And analogously for “false” and 
for “asserting.” ° 

The words “true” and “false,” at least in twentieth-century Amer- 
ica, are not generally used in application to believing and asserting. One 
tends to say of a man’s believing or asserting, that it is “correct” or 
“mistaken,” and not that it is “true” or “false.” We may adhere to 
traditional philosophical usage, however, and speak of “true” and of 
“false” believings and assertings (keeping in mind that what we say 
can also be put in terms of “correct” and “mistaken” ). 

“Truth” may also be applied to what does not involve any actual 
believing or asserting; for as we have noted, our definitions allow us to 
say that “truths and facts are one and the same.” 7 
There is still another sense of “true,” sometimes called an “im- 
proper” sense, in which the word may be said to apply to everything. 
One may say that, for every property, a “true” exemplification of that 
property is anything that does exemplify that property. A man is a true 
friend if, and only if, he is a friend—if, and only if, it is true that he isa 
friend. Everything is thus a true exemplification of whatever it does 
exemplify. This use of “true” is, of course, redundant; it serves to express 
emphasis and ordinarily on occasions when there might be cause for 


doubting what it is that is being asserted. 


Jd attempt to deal with the various ver- 


Th Any theory of truth shou 
n sli e dox called the “Epimenides,” or the 


Epimenides sions gf the ancient para 


“Liar.” 8 . 
Consider: (1) the assertion of the man who asserts that his asser- 
tion is false; or (2) the belief of the man who had been hypnotized 
“proposition” and “statement” to 
Introduction of these terms into 
ing needlessly that in addition to 


i i f entity as well. 
i ji tates of affairs, there are still other types of en s 
Sings, DoE a proposed above, we avoid the risk of making this sup- 
osition. (Sentences in our earlier chapters using the word “proposition” may 
read be transformed into sentences referring to states of affairs without using 
“ proposition” ) Cf. Richard Cartwright, Pa lg a = J. Butler, ed. Ana- 
i ) York: Barnes & Noble, inc., 2). ei . 
a AAA us spoke of facts as being “truths-in-themselves”; Wissen- 
schaftslehre, Sec. 25. Cf. E. Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, 2nd ed., I (Halle: 
< Nieme) $), 184. : 
Max Mirm ete ee ipimie of Crete is reported to have said that all Cretans 
were liars. St. Paul wrote to Titus: “One of themselves, a prophet of their own, 
said ‘Cretans are always liars, evil beasts, lazy gluttons. This testimony is true... ” 


Titus, I, 12-13. 7 
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ief i in hi i it may have 

t the belief induced in him by the hypnotist, whatever i y hay 
= is false—and suppose that that is the belief that the poo 
induced; or' (3) the belief or assertion, say, on the part of Plato, tha 


false.? In each case, the assumption that the assertion or belief in DoT 
is true (or correct) implies that the assertion or belief in question is false 
(or mistaken), and the assumption that it is false implies that it is n 
Hence, if we say that the belief or assertion is true, or that it is false, 
we seem to violate the law of contradiction. But if we say that it is neither 


true nor false we seem to violate the law of excluded middle. The prob- 
lem lies in finding a way of avoidin 

We have said that every 
tions to be noted,” is a belief 


with respect to any state of affairs, that that state of affairs exists—that 


they are “defective” or “have no content.” Our treatment of the Epi- 
menides will be based u i 


tions giving rise to the pa 
We may put the 
assertion A is “depende 


(which may or may not be the same as A), provided that A is a belief 


or assertion to the effect that B is (or that B is not) a belief or assertion 
that is true, or to the effect that B js (or that B is not) a belief or asser- 
tion that is false, Let us say further that if a belief or assertion A is thus 

i ntent” upon a belief or assertion B, and if B in 
turn is dependent for its content upon A, then both A and B are “with- 
out content,” or “defective.” And now let us assume that if a belief or 
not a belief or assertion, with respect 
ate of affairs existe, The beliefs and 
x will be defective, according to our 
to our assumption, they will not be 


to any state of affairs, that that state 
oid the paradox 
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of affairs exists. In this Way, we ay 
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For we have said, it will be recalled, that a belief or assertion is 
true, provided, first, that it is a belief or assertion, with respect to a 
certain state of affairs, that that state of affairs exists, and provided, 
secondly, that that state of affairs does exist. And we have said that a 
belief or assertion is false provided, first, that it is a belief or assertion, 
with respect to a certain state of affairs, that that state of affairs exists, 
and provided, secondly, that that state of affairs does not exist. Hence, 
now say of the beliefs and assertions giving rise to the paradox, 
either true nor false, for they are not beliefs or assertions, 
any state of affairs, that that state of affairs exists. 
void saying that the troublesome beliefs and assertions 
avoid saying that they are false, we do not violate the 
n. Nor do we violate the law of excluded middle, for 
this law does not tell us that every belief or assertion is either true or 
false. It tells us, rather, that for every state of affairs, either that state 
of affairs exists or that state of affairs does not exist, and either it is true 
that that state of affairs exists or it is false that that state of affairs exists; 
and for every thing and every property, either the thing has that prop- 
erty or the thing does not have that property. 

Our treatment will also apply to paradoxical sentences. We have 
said that a sentence is true, in a certain interpretation or use, if, in that 
interpretation or use, it formulates a belief or assertion that is true; 
and a sentence is false, in a certain interpretation or use, if, in that 
interpretation or use, it formulates a belief or assertion that is false. 
Since the sentences in which our paradoxes are expressed do not formu- 
late beliefs or assertions that are true, or beliefs or assertions that are 
false, then they, too, are neither true nor false.” ; 

' But any solution to the paradox will be at some cost, and ours is 
no exception: We must say that if I have a belief A to the effect oe 
your belief B is defective, and if your belief B isa belief to bi : re 
that my belief A is defective, then neither belief is true or false; this 
also holds true for assertions. Hence, we cannot say that a belief or 
assertion A, to the effect that a belief or assertion B is a is true 
if, anal only if, B is defective; we must specify further tha e non- 


defective. 


we may 
that they are n 
with respect to 

Since we a 
are true, and also 
law of contradictio! 


n i ly to those versions 

u treatments of the paradox pertain on 
g iy aaa pees ‘and consist either in asserting (as we have done) 
i hin pies hich it follows that the troublesome sentences are neither true 
something from w. hilosophical assertions only in 


i mending that we make our p ; 
te which ar pent the formulation of such sentences. But they provide 


no treatment for those more basic versions of the paradox that pertain to believing 
a s 


and asserting. 
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ilosophers—“pragmatists” and “instrumentalists” —have 
Tamanan mri roe penal ee kind of satisfaction, and falsity, in a 
i f dissatisfaction. What could this mean? ; 
ce Acal “pragmatism” and “instrumentalism” are versions — 
theory concerning the nature of believing. But if this theory wpe 
nature of believing is true, then the truth of a belief is a kind o is 
faction, and the falsity of a belief, a kind of dissatisfaction. Aer & 
to the theory, to believe is to be Prepared for, or set for, somet: ne 
occurring. To be prepared for, or set for, something occurring, the theo 7 
continues, is to be in a state that will be “fulfilled” or “satisfied if, E 
only if, that something occurs, and “disrupted” or “disequilibrated a 
and only if, it does not occur. But the belief that the something we 
i at something does occur; and therefore, l 
the belief will lead to satisfaction if, and only if, it is true, and to dis- 
satisfaction if, and only if, it is false, 
Thus, William Ja 
there are tigers in India 
India. And if the man is şı 
in a state which is such that, 


that there is a sense in which truth 
in “dissatisfaction,” and also, as Ja 


mes pointed out, that a true belief 
is one that “corresponds with the f 


acts.” 12 But the theory of believing 
cory is derived would seem itself to be false. 

The basic difficulty is not, as is often supposed. that the requisite 
concepts of satisfaction and dissatisfaction are unclear, Rather, we can- 
not say, of any particular belief, that that particular belief will lead to 
satisfaction if, and only if, it is true, or that it will leac: to dissatisfaction 
if, and only if, it is false. The satisfactions or dissatisfactions to which 
the man’s belief may lead (however sympathetically we interpret these 
terms “satisfaction” and “dissatisfaction” ) will be a function, in part, 


12 James’s clearest statements are in Lecture VI of Pragmatism (New York: David 
McKay Co., Inc., 1907) and in Chap. 2 (“The Tigers in India”) of The ag 
of Truth (New York: David McKay, Inc., 1909). Ce, John Dewey, Logic: 
Theory of Inquiry (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1938). 
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` 
faction. Thus, the belief that there are tigers in India, even if it is t 
need not lead to satisfaction (the man may encounter tigers. but ae 
takenly think that they are lions or that he is not in India) and it za 
even lead to dissatisfaction (he goes to Syria, finds no tigers, and = 
takenly believes that he is in India). i i Ks 
, Other more refined versions of “pragmatism” and “instrumental- 
ism” seem to be subject to similar difficulties. I would say, therefore. 
that there is no clear sense in which truth can be said to consist ii 
“satisfaction,” and falsity, in “dissatisfaction.” 


Our definition of “true belief” could be said to formulate the 
conditions of truth for a belief: It tells us that the belief that a 
certain state of affairs exists is true, just on condition that that 
state of affairs does exist. Hence, to give the truth conditions for any 
belief, it is sufficient merely to express or formulate that belief. Condi- 
tions of truth, therefore, must be distinguished from criteria of evidence. 

Clearly, a belief may be a belief in what is true without being a 
belief in what is evident. May we also say, conversely, that a belief may 
be a belief in what is evident without being a belief in what is true? 

In the case of what we have called the “directly evident,” condi- 
tions of truth and criteria of evidence may be said to coincide. If it is 
evident to a man that he thinks he sees a horse, then he does think he 
sees a horse; and if he does think he sees a horse, then it is evident to 
him that he thinks he sees a horse. But in the case of other beliefs, 
conditions of truth and criteria of evidence do not seem to coincide. 
If there are criteria for saying, with respect to the belief that it rained 
yesterday or the belief that it will rain tomorrow, that the belief is a 
belief in what is now evident, or that it is one for which we now have 
adequate evidence, these criteria do not themselves include the fact 
(if it is a fact) that it did rain yesterday or that it will rain tomorrow. 
Hence, if we are not to be sceptics, and if we are not to restrict the evi- 

0 vident, we must face the possibility that a 


dent to what is directly e } 
belief may be a belief in what is evident, or a belief for which we have 


adequate evidence, and at the same time, be a belief in what is false. 
But what is the good of evidence if that which is evident may also 
be false? 13 Is there anything we can do to secure a connection between 
the true and the evident? Here we have the kind of question that leads 


philosophers to construct “theories of reality.” Consider the following 


three steps that we might take. 
(1) We could begin by rep 


The true and 
the evident 


lacing our definition of “true belief” 


£ truth in one sort of character and its test in some- 
rtain, sooner or later, to find the two falling 


13 “Tf you place the nature © 
f Thought, II (London: George Allen & 


thing quite different, you are pretty ce 
apart.” Brand Blanshard, The Nature o0 


Unwin, 1939), 268. 
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with ene that defines the true in terms of the evident. For example, ‘we 
could say, if a man believes, with respect to a certain state of affairs, 
that that state of affairs exists, then, what he thus believes is true, pro- 
vided that wnat he thus believes would be evident to a being such that, 
for every state of affairs, either it is evident to that being that that state 
of affairs exists, or it is evident to him that that state of affairs does not 
exist.14 

But this new definition of “true belief” lacks something that our 
earlier definition Provided. It enabled us to say that if a man believes 
Socrates is mortal, Therefore, we were 
ne that “corresponds with the facts.” 


(2) To obtain the needed assurance, we may be tempted to take 
a second step—a step into metaphysics, For we could now add a theory 
about the nature of “the facts” by saying that Socrates is mortal pro- 
vided that, for a being of the sort envisaged in the new definition of 
“true belief,” the belief that Socrates is mortal is one that would be 
evident. That is to say, Socrates is mortal provided that these conditions 
hold: Any being such that, for every state of affairs, cither it is evident 
to him that that state of affairs exists, or it is evident to him that that 


ot exist, would be a being for whom it would be 


mortal, but also, that if it is true that Socrates is mortal, then Socrates 


is mortal. And thus, we v theory of teality—a theory that 
has taken various forms in the history of philosophy—that could be sum- 
marized by saying: The being who judges with evidence is “the measure 


of all things,” 15 


14 “Truth pertains to the judgment of the A thin 
in the way in which anyone Whose i person . . . who judges about a 8 


Al € judgments were evid ji about the 
thing; hence it pertains to the jud T aid wit GE oon who 
139 Franz Brentano, Wahrheit und Evidenz, 
Peis Considerations such as these led Charles Sanders Peirce to conclude that “the 
teality of that which is real does depend on the teal fact that investigation is des- 
tined to lead, at last, if continued long enough, to a belief in it”; Collected Papers, 
Vol. V (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1934), 5.408 (cf. 5.358n., 5.494, 
5.565). Franz Brentano’s theory (see his Wahrheit i 
preted in a similar way, and perhaps, too, the doctrin 
a “real object is one that is capable of giving ri: 


1933), p. 487. 
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But how are we to assure ourselves that a belief that is evident to 
us is one that would also be evident to a being for whom all truths are 
evident? Our metaphysician would have us take one more step. 

(3) We will now be asked to assume not only that there is such 
a being, a being for whom all truths are evident, but also, that each of 
us is identical with that being, and therefore, with each other. This, in 
its essentials, is what I take to be the theory of reality underlying what 
has been called the “coherence theory of truth,” 

Such a theory is a very high price to pay for the desired connection 
between the true and the evident (though it is also thought to con- 
tribute toward the solution of certain metaphysical problems). It con- 
flicts, moreover, with Aristotle’s basic insight: “It is not because we 
think truly that you are pale, that you are pale; it is because you are 
pale that we who say this have the truth.” 17 I cannot feel, therefore, 
that it is reasonable for anyone to accept the theory. But if we reject 
the theory, we must find some other way of dealing with the problems 


it was designed to solve. 


of the theory are: H. H. Joachim, The Nature 
versity Press, Inc., 1906) and Logical Studies 

Inc., 1948), especially Chap. 3; Brand 
he three steps I have set forth oversimplify 
ed in the final step, for example, is 
thesis somewhat difficult to 
of evidence, implying 


16 Among the clearest statements 
of Truth (New York: Oxford Uni 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 
Blanshard, The Nature of Thought. Th 
the theory considerably; the identity assert 
usually qualified in some way or other, making the 
grasp. The “coherence theory,” moreover, is also a theory of à 
that something similar to what Carneades called “concurrence, constitutes the sole 
criterion of evidence; but according to Carneades, and according to what we have 
said in Chap. 3, concurrence does not constitute the sole criterion of evidence. 


17 Metaphysics, 1051b. 
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